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ABSTRACT 
The two main aims of this thesis were to comprehensively examine the predictions of 
cultural theory and to develop comprehensive measures of the main constructs of cultural 
theory (i. e. grid/group and worldviews). 
The predictions of cultural theory were applied to environmental issues (i. e. car use, 
pedestrianisation, nuclear power and waste incineration) and then investigated in Studies 
1 and 3 of this thesis. Generally, the predictions of cultural theory appear to be 
supported by these findings. Although a number of cultural theory predictions were not 
supported in Study 3, this appeared to be due to methodological problems. 
Comprehensive measures of grid/group environments and worldviews were developed 
and examined in the empirical studies. Worldview measures for cultural, environmental 
and economic domains were developed. It appears that the cultural and environmental 
worldview measures had good construct validity, but the economic worldview measure 
appeared to lack construct validity. Grid/Group measures for household, work and leisure 
social environments were also developed. However, the concurrent validity could not be 
assessed for most of the grid/group measures. 
This thesis has conducted a comprehensive examination of the predictions of cultural 
theory and developed measures of the main constructs of the theory. It appears that 
the application of cultural theory to environmental issues has promising theoretical and 
methodological support from this thesis. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION TO THE APPLICATION OF CULTURAL 
THEORY TO ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
The events that happened at Kyoto, in 2001, were interesting because of the different 
responses exhibited to proposed environmental catastrophes. There seemed to be four 
main perspectives in this debate over what was the right response. The first dissenting 
voice in the debate was provided by the environmental groups. They considered the 
Kyoto proposals a step in the right direction, but at the same time the limitations were not 
considered to be stringent enough to halt environmental dangers. A second response, was 
represented by the majority of governments who supported the Kyoto agreement. A more 
negative response to the Kyoto proposal was provided by the United States government, 
who considered the limits set by the agreement as too restrictive for the economic 
prosperity of their country. While, the governments supportive of the Kyoto agreement, 
and the environmental groups, considered the United States government's failure to agree 
with the limits on emissions arrogant and irresponsible. Finally, some might argue, a 
significant proportion of the general public witnessing the exchanges of rhetoric felt 
distant from the discussions. However, even if they did wish to engage in the 
environmental debate, they felt powerless to do anything. This seems to be a common 
response, Uzzell (2000b) found an inverse relationship between a sense of responsibility 
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and spatial scale for lay participants' responses to global environmental problems. This 
results in feelings of powerlessness at a global level. 
Who was in the right at Kyoto? Were the US government just being selfish risking the 
health of the planet, or was the Kyoto agreement too restrictive and bureaucratic? Were 
the environmental groups being too alarmist, or were the general public apathetic and 
ignorant of the issues? The answer probably depends on the perspective to which you 
subscribe. Each side can back up their perspective with data and rhetoric. Those who 
agreed with the response of the US government, might point to the work of Richard 
Linzen (cited in Adams, 1995) who argues the evidence of millions of years shows the 
immense robustness of the earth. Therefore regulations are simply an unnecessary 
restriction on the economy. Those supporting the environmental groups might point to 
the proposed catastrophic effects of global warming (e. g. Schneider, 1989), and therefore 
the need for urgent action. Those more resigned to the fate of the earth might invoke the 
Gaia hypothesis: 
People sometimes have the attitude that "Gaia will look after us". But 
if the concept means anything at all, Gaia will look after herself. And 
the best way for her to do that might well be to get rid of us (Gribbin, 1989). 
Whether Gaia chooses to destroy the earth, or not, is not under human control therefore 
intervention is futile. 
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Finally, those supporting the Kyoto agreement would apply a managerial approach to 
environmental issues. They believe that environmental problems can be managed if the 
correct regulations are set up in time. Those who take this approach would probably point 
to work from those scientists who argue the climate change is a cause for concern but not 
panic. 
These four perspectives contain very different views of the cultural, environmental and 
economic world, and are often held with conviction by different sections of society. If 
people have fundamentally different constructions of the world, understanding these 
constructions could provide a framework for understanding their responses to 
enviromnental issues. 
This is the approach taken by cultural theory that will be introduced briefly below. 
Testing some of the assumptions of cultural theory applied to environmental issues is the 
first aim of this thesis. Additionally, there is a lack of established methodology available 
for examining cultural theory. Therefore, the second aim is to measure some of the major 
constructs of cultural theory. 
1.2 THEORETICAL AIMS 
Firstly, some of the major concepts of cultural theory will be briefly summarised (for a 
more detailed explanation of cultural theory, see Chapter 2). A brief discussion of the 
predictions of cultural theory is then applied to environmental issues. 
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1.2.1 A Summary of the Four Cultural Theory Worldviews 
Cultural theory states that there are four worldviews: egalitarianism, hierarchy, 
individualism and fatalism. Worldviews are proposed for three main domains (cultural, 
environmental, and economic). These four worldviews are now to be discussed with a 
little more detail below (for a more detailed discussion of worldviews see Chapter 2, 
sections 2.2). 
Egalitarianism 
Using the example of the different responses at Kyoto, the environmental groups would 
be considered to represent the egalitarian worldview. According to this perspective all 
people should be treated equally, and the benefits of economic activity should be shared 
fairly. In addition, this respect for the welfare of others should be extended to the 
environment, which is fragile and liable to catastrophe. Therefore a precautionary 
approach is advocated. 
Hierarchy 
Those governments advocating the Kyoto agreement probably represent the hierarchy 
worldview. Hierarchists believe in the importance of government and administration for 
running society. Tradition and authority are important factors to distinguish resource 
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allocation. This managerial approach is extended to the environment. Though the 
environment is essentially stable, management and regulations are needed to deal with 
any potential problems. 
Individualism 
The US government might be considered to represent the individualist worldview. 
Individualists believe in individual responsibility, people who work hard deserve to 
benefit from their endeavour. In relation to the environment, individualists consider the 
environment to be robust and able to recover from the burdens of human activity. 
Additionally, human beings are considered to have mastery over the environment and are 
able to solve the environmental problems through technological progress. Therefore a 
risk-taking approach is advocated. 
Fatalism 
The general public in the example are proposed to represent the fatalist worldview. 
Fatalists have little political voice and tend to be cynical about the political process. In 
terms of the environment, fatalists consider nature to be unpredictable, everything may 
end up all right but then again it may not. They feel they have no control over the 
environment, the fate of the earth will not be effected by their intervention. Therefore 
they advocate doing nothing. 
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1.2.2 Grid/Group 
Another important concept in cultural theory is grid/group. Essentially, grid/group refers 
to inter-personal relations within a particular social environment. As with worldviews, 
grid/group social environments are reduced to four types. Douglas (1970,1982) proposed 
two dimensions: grid (magnitude of rules and prescriptions on the individual) and group 
(extent of group cohesion) to measure people's social environment. When these two 
dimensions are combined in a2x2 typology, four types of grid/group environments are 
derived: high group/high grid, high group/low grid, low group/low grid, and low 
group/high grid (for more details on grid/group see Chapter 2, section 2.1). 
Originally, cultural theory proposed that people's worldviews developed from their 
grid/group environment (see Milton, 1996; M. Thompson & Ellis, 1997 for a review). 
According to cultural theory, people from high group/low grid environments develop 
egalitarian worldviews. People from high group/high grid environments develop 
hierarchical worldviews. Additionally, people from low group/low grid environments 
develop individualist worldviews. People from low group/high grid environments 
develop fatalist worldviews. 
More recently, there has been debate on the causal priority of grid/group over worldviews 
(see Chapter 2, section 2.3). The most common view at present (e. g. Douglas, 1997; M. 
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Thompson, Ellis, & Wildavsky, 1990) of the relationship between grid/group and 
worldviews is that of reciprocal causation (i. e. grid/group has a causal effect on 
worldview, and worldview also has a causal effect on grid/group). 
1.2.3 Applying Cultural Theory to Environmental Issues 
Although cultural theory is still not particularly well known to psychologists it is a theory 
that has been developed over the last 35 years in social anthropology and has had quite a 
strong influence on environmental research, at least in the last 10 - 15 years (Milton, 
1996) 
One of the intentions of this thesis is to apply the predictions of cultural theory to develop 
a model concerning attitudes, risk perception, decision-making and behaviour towards 
environmental issues. There are many ideologies and sub-groups which contribute to the 
environmental debate, therefore the model whilst predicting a broad spectrum of 
responses must also be parsimonious enough to account for a diverse number of 
worldviews and ideologies. The diversity and parsimony associated with cultural theory 
is probably one of its major advantages as a theoretical approach applied to understand 
people's responses to environmental issues. 
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The cultural theory approach seeks to build on current work in the environmental 
literature firstly by proposing a more multidimensional approach. Secondly, and perhaps 
more fundamentally, the distinctiveness of this approach in comparison with other social 
science approaches is the commitment to produce theory-driven research. This will be 
reviewed in more detail in Chapter 3, but at this stage it is enough to say that a significant 
number of studies have not had an adequate theoretical basis. It is hoped this work will 
contribute towards a theoretical understanding of responses to environmental issues. 
Another benefit of this approach is that people's perceptions are placed in their social 
context, rather than assuming that each individual operates in isolation. Such a view 
avoids the naivety of the normative economic approaches. Rather than assuming some 
abstract mathematical rationality, people are viewed as social beings trying to make sense 
of their worlds, assimilating and accommodating data from the outside world to justify 
and develop their worldviews and those held by the group to which they belong. 
1.2.4 A Summary of Theoretical Predictions of Cultural Theory 
Cultural theory predicts that worldviews (cultural, environmental and economic) will 
effect attitudes, risk perception, decision-making and behaviour. Egalitarians consider 
environmental issues very important and so are more likely to focus on the environmental 
consequences of their behaviour. Hierarchists are concerned about environmental issues, 
but consider these problems to be manageable through regulation. 
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Hierarchists are interested in both the egoistic benefits and environmental consequences 
of their actions. Individualists, on the other hand, are proposed to deny the importance of 
environmental issues. They are more likely to focus on egoistic benefits than the 
environmental consequences of their behaviour. Fatalist responses to the environment are 
ambivalent because of the perceived unpredictability of the environment. 
These proposals are discussed in more detail in chapters 2 and 3. Although the case for 
cultural theory has been made well (e. g. M. Thompson, Ellis, & Wildavsky, 1990), it is 
perhaps surprising that there has been little comprehensive testing of cultural theory. 
There have been a number of studies investigating the correlates of cultural worldviews, 
however little research has been conducted on the environmental worldviews and 
grid/group environments, and even less work on economic worldviews. 
1.3 METHODOLOGICAL AIMS 
Probably one of the most significant limitations of cultural theory is the lack of measures 
for the major constructs of cultural theory (for a detailed review, see Chapter 3, section 
3.2). It could be argued the rather limited empirical testing and application of cultural 
theory is due to the magnitude of methodological development required to make this 
happen. Therefore it can be argued that the application of cultural theory to 
environmental issues is dependent on operationalising and measuring the major 
components of the theory. Cultural theory proposes three main domains for worldviews: 
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cultural, environmental and economic. At present only a measure of cultural worldviews 
has been developed (Dake, 1992). While there is good evidence for the predictive validity 
and reliability of this measure, more work is required, particularly on other aspects of 
validity (e. g. construct validity). 
There has been little work attempting to develop measures for the environmental and 
economic worldviews, there are almost no other previous quantitative studies to build 
upon. These worldviews need to be operationalised and scales then need to be developed 
and examined for reliability and validity. 
A similar problem is also found for developing a grid/group measure. This is another 
important area of cultural theory that has very little quantitative methodology to draw 
upon. Therefore new measures need to be developed. This involves operationalising the 
grid and group variables, in the context of cultural theory, followed by the development 
and testing of this measure. 
1.4 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
This chapter has set out the two main aims of this thesis. Firstly, to test the predictions of 
cultural theory. Previous studies have only tended to partially examine the theory, 
focusing predominantly on cultural worldviews at the expense of other equally important 
aspects of the theory. This will provide a more comprehensive testing of 
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cultural theory that takes into account the full diversity of the theory. Only when the full 
theory is open to empirical test can statements on the validity and efficacy of the theory 
begin to be made. 
The second aim is to develop measures for the main constructs of cultural theory. The 
lack of quantitative research on cultural theory is most clearly seen in the limited 
methodology available to test these main constructs. Although a cultural worldview 
measure has been used frequently, the validity of this measure (particularly 
construct validity) needs further investigation. There are no established measures for the 
environmental and economic worldviews. Therefore developing these worldview 
measures are one of the major methodological aims. In addition, there 
has been limited quantitative work on a measure of grid/group. Developing a grid/group 
measure is an important methodological aim. 
These two major aims will now be discussed in greater detail in the proceeding chapters. 
In Chapters 2 and 3, literature reviews are undertaken to unpack these aims. Chapters 4 to 
6 discuss the three empirical studies designed to investigate these aims. Finally, Chapter 
7 summarises the results of the three empirical studies in terms of the theoretical and 
methodological aims. 
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BLANK IN ORIGINAL 
CHAPTER 2 
SUMMARY OF THE THEORETICAL CONCEPTS 
OF CULTURAL THEORY 
Some of the main aspects of cultural theory were introduced in Chapter 1. In particular, 
the concepts of worldviews and grid/group have been discussed. These concepts, and 
how they are related to one another, will be discussed in further detail in this chapter. 
2.1 GRID/GROUP 
Cultural theory states that there are four grid/group (social) environments. For cultural 
theory, social environments are distinguished in terms of the magnitude of grid and group 
variables. 
The grid variable concerns the magnitude of rules and regulations in an individual's social 
environment. The more binding and extensive the scope of the prescriptions, the less life 
is open to individual negotiation. The grid dimension refers to the total set of rules to 
which individuals are subjected in the course of their interactions. As a dimension it 
shows a progressive change in the mode of control. At the strong end there are visible 
rules about space and time related to social roles, at the low grid end, the formal 
classifications fade and finally vanish. High grid is visible in segregated places 
(e. g. Marylebone Cricket Club didn't allow female members), times (e. g. an all male 
club where females are only allowed on certain days), and physical signs of 
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discriminated rank (e. g. captain's parking space in golf clubs). 
The group variable concerns the magnitude of group cohesion in an individual's social 
environment. The greater the cohesion, the more individual choice is subject to group 
determination. The group dimension examines the extent to which an individual's life is 
absorbed in and sustained by group membership. For example, an individual joined with 
others in common residence, shared work, shared resources and recreation would be 
assigned a high group value. The further one moves along the group dimension, the 
tighter the control over admission into the group and the more significant the distinction 
between the in-group and the out-group. 
According to Douglas (1982), assessing each variable as high or low strength gives rise 
to four grid/group environments (see Table 1). The four grid/group environments are 
termed high group (high level of group cohesion)/high grid (high level of rules and 
formality), high group (high level of group cohesion)/low grid (low level of rules and 
formality), low group (low group cohesion)/low grid (low level of rules and formality) 
and low group (low group cohesion)/high grid (high level of rules and formality). 
Table 1 The four grid/group environments 
GROUP 
High 
Low 
High group/ High group/ 
Low grid High grid 
Low group/ Low group/High 
Low grid grid 
High 
GRID 
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High Group/Low Grid 
In high group/low grid environments there is an emphasis on the unity and equality of 
members. No individuals are granted the authority to exercise control over another by 
virtue of their position. Individuals can exercise control over one another only by 
claiming to speak in the name of the group. 
High Group/High Grid 
In a high group/high grid environment institutions make increasing demands of 
incorporation and regulation, resulting in social life becoming controlled by hierarchical 
authority. 
Low Group/Low Grid 
Individuals interacting in a low group/low grid environment have an absence of 
restrictions on social behaviour arising from neither social rules nor the prior claims of 
others, which gives rise to a competitive individualist social environment. 
Low Group/High Grid 
Finally individuals interacting in a low group/high grid environment are often 
alienated. In competitive organizations they usually have no goods or services to 
exchange so they get driven out of the market, while in hierarchical systems they are 
excluded from the opportunity of power. Therefore their choices tend to be highly 
restricted by limited resources or constraining rules. 
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2.2 WORLDVIEWS 
Cultural theory states that there are four types of worldview: hierarchy, fatalism, 
individualism and egalitarianism. These worldviews consist of values and beliefs on the 
cultural, environmental and economic world. The majority of cultural theorists focus on 
worldviews for the cultural world (e. g. Dake, 1992; Douglas, 1982,1997) and the 
majority of empirical work is conducted on this cultural domain (e. g. Dake, 1992). M. 
Thompson, Ellis, and Wildavsky (1990) extended the emphasis of worldviews to the 
environmental domain, proposing four environmental worldviews (or myths of nature). In 
addition, M. Thompson and colleagues (e. g. Dake & M. Thompson, 1993; M. Thompson, 
Ellis, & Wildavsky, 1990) proposed economic worldviews that comprise of four 
worldviews for reconciling needs and resources. Worldviews for cultural, environmental 
and economic domains are discussed in the next three sections. 
2.2.1 Cultural Worldviews 
It is fairly uncontroversial to state that cultural worldviews have received more 
theoretical attention than environmental and economic worldviews (e. g. Dake, 1992; 
Douglas, 1982,1997). Drawing from this literature brief descriptions for the four cultural 
worldviews will be provided. 
Egalitarianism 
Those with egalitarian cultural worldviews tend to be in opposition to the established 
hierarchy and to the market, and therefore essentially embrace a radical political 
26 
discourse. Egalitarians are both critical of the bureaucratic concerns of hierarchists and 
of the materialistic goals of individualists. People holding egalitarian worldviews seek 
equality in society and protection of the vulnerable. 
Hierarchy 
People holding hierarchy cultural worldviews tend to have respect for convention and 
consider the maintenance of social order the foremost priority. Therefore a hierarchist is 
supportive of strong discipline for youths and higher prison sentences for criminals. 
Individualism 
People with individualist cultural worldviews tend to take a short-term view of the future, 
striving to exert control over their immediate situation and the people in that situation. 
Those who are hard working and/or the most talented should receive the benefits of their 
success. Additionally, individualists want market forces left free to make the world safer 
by advanced technology. 
Fatalism 
People holding fatalist worldviews tend not to take part in political debate since their life 
is seen as a lottery. Sometimes people are treated fairly, other times they are not. Fatalists 
tend to be dubious of the benefits of trusting and co-operating with others. 
2.2.2 Environmental Worldviews 
In addition, cultural theory proposes four environmental worldviews once more referred 
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to as egalitarianism, hierarchy, individualism and fatalism (M. Thompson, Ellis, & 
Wildavsky, 1990; M. Thompson, & Rayner, 1998). 
Egalitarianism 
People holding egalitarian environmental (nature ephemeral) worldviews believe nature 
is fragile, precarious and unforgiving. The natural environment is seen to be in a very 
delicate state of balance. 
The least disturbance or upheaval may trigger a complete collapse in the system. People 
with this worldview support a cautious approach in managing nature. They suggest a 
more reactive knowledge selection process because nature is vulnerable and requires 
protection. 
Hierarchy 
Hierarchist environmental (nature perverse/tolerant) worldviews are to some extent a 
combination of the egalitarian and individualist worldviews, but hierarchists are in 
themselves distinct. Within limits, nature can be relied upon to behave predictably. 
Nature is forgiving of modest shocks to the system, but care must be taken not to go too 
far. People with this worldview assume that management can limit any disorder and that 
a state of equilibrium can be maintained. Therefore the learning and knowledge selection 
processes proposed by this worldview are neither unbridled experimentation 
(individualism), nor restrictive behaviour (egalitarianism). The proposed approach is to 
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map and manage the boundary lines between these two approaches. Certainty and 
predictability are the main goals of this worldview. 
Individualism 
People subscribing to the individualist environmental (nature benign) worldview consider 
nature to be predictable, robust and stable. The natural environment is favourable to 
mankind, therefore no matter what humans do to the environment it will renew, replenish 
and re-establish its natural order. People with this worldview support a level of 
confidence in action. They both encourage and justify a trial-and-error approach and 
experimentation in the face of uncertainty. 
Fatalism 
According to those who hold fatalist environmental (nature capricious) worldviews 
nature is unpredictable. The future may turn out well or badly, but either way it is beyond 
their control. People with fatalist environmental worldviews tend not to actively engage 
in management or debates about natural resources. Since according to this worldview 
natural resources are unmanageable. 
2.2.3 Economic Worldviews 
A final issue to consider is the application of cultural theory to economic life. 
Economists' usually assume that behaviour is constrained by the needs people 
have and the resources that are available to them. It is up to individuals to reconcile their 
needs and their resources to make these given ends meet. Cultural theory proposes four 
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economic worldviews: egalitarianism, hierarchy, individualism, and fatalism (e. g. Dake 
& M. Thompson, 1993; M. Thompson, Ellis, & Wildavsky, 1990). The implication of 
these economic worldviews is illustrated by reference to the Third World, since this is the 
area of the world where the application of economic worldviews is most salient. 
Egalitarianism 
Egalitarians believe people can manage their needs but not their resources. Since 
resources are perceived to be limited, the only rational strategy is to reduce needs so as to 
ensure a sustainable overlap. Resources are located in nature rather than in human 
resourcefulness. In terms of the Third World, the predominant strategy should be in 
relation to the redistribution of resources rather than economic development. There are 
enough resources for all humankind to have a decent standard of living. The reason Third 
World countries are living in poverty is because First World countries are squandering 
the earth's resources. The richer countries must reduce their needs so that the Third 
World can satisfy their needs. Economic development of Third World countries will not 
change this fact. 
Hierarchy 
Hierarchists believe that people can manage their resources but not their needs. The 
notion of hierarchy would be meaningless if there were no social positions defined by 
particular levels of need. Those individuals whose lives are imposed by social 
prescriptions will find it difficult to do anything about their needs, each person must 
spend according to their ascribed status. If you cannot do anything about your needs the 
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only strategy is to increase your resources. Individually, members of a group have little 
manipulative ability, but collectively they are able to increase resources as long as they 
do not supercede groups above them in the hierarchy. If we apply this to the Third World, 
hierarchists would be supportive of economic development in the Third World as a form 
of resource mobilization, but they would advise careful regulation. Experts chosen by the 
hierarchy must provide indicators of sustainability and safe limits that serve to match the 
specialized divisions of mankind within a stratified and ordered environment. 
Individualism 
Individualists believe people can manage both their needs and resources. They are not 
interested in knowing their place in the hierarchy, not interested in equal distribution of 
resources, nor are they excluded from the decisions that shape their life. For 
individualists', success comes to those who are bold enough and skillful enough to grasp 
the opportunities life provides. Applying this economic worldview to the Third World, 
the only rational strategy is for these countries to help themselves. If Third World 
countries want more resources then they should enter the market and compete for them. 
Individualists' are not likely to be interested in re-distribution of resources, they will not 
give up the resources they have worked hard for. 
Fatalism 
Fatalists believe people are unable to manage either their needs or resources. The main 
concern is to cope as best you can with an environment you perceive to have no control 
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over. There are plenty of resources but they only come to you if you are lucky. A rational 
response is thus to devise short term responses to the good things that happen and endure 
the bad times. Applying this approach to Third World development, little development 
will occur when fatalism is the predominant worldview, nor will there be any help for 
others. Fatalists will not reduce their needs to provide for the less wealthy, because they 
do not know what will happen in the future. Nor will they take a risk in trying to help 
Third World countries increase resources through economic development, since resources 
are allocated by random chance rather than judgment. 
2.3 A SUMMARY OF THE PREDICTIONS OF CULTURAL THEORY APPLIED 
TO ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
The grid/group and worldview constructs have been discussed in previous sections. This 
section discusses the proposed relationships between grid/group and worldview. 
Furthermore, the application of worldviews to understanding people's attitudes, risk 
perception, decision-making and behaviour will be discussed (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1A cultural theory model of environmental issues 
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The Relationship between Grid/Group and Worldview 
Cultural theory proposes that the two main concepts, grid/group and worldview, 
discussed in this chapter are associated with one another (see Table 2). M. Thompson, 
Ellis and Wildavsky (1990) argue there are four specific relationships between grid/group 
and worldview. People from high group/high grid environments are more likely to hold 
hierarchy worldviews. People from high group/low grid environments are more likely to 
have egalitarian worldviews. Those from low group/low grid environments are more 
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likely to hold individualist worldviews. Finally, people from low group/high grid 
environments are more likely to hold fatalist worldviews. 
Table 2A description of the four worldviews and grid/group environments 
Egalitarianism Individualism 
Worldview Worldview 
" people should be treated equally (cultural) " Individual responsibility (cultural) 
" nature is fragile and liable to catastrophe " Nature is robust and under the mastery of 
(environmental) human control (environmental) 
" benefits of economic activity should be shared " Those who work harder or have greater talent 
equally (economic) deserve to benefit (economic) 
Grid/Group Grid/Group 
" strong group loyalty but little respect for " Low group cohesion and relatively free from 
externally imposed rules (high group/low grid) control by others (low group/low grid) 
Hierarchy Fatalism 
Woridview Woridview 
" tradition and authority important for social " people and governments are not trustworthy 
order (cultural) (cultural) 
" nature is to some extent stable but requires " nature is unpredictable (environmental) 
management (environmental) " resource allocation is based on luck rather than 
" resource allocation should be carefully judgment (economic) 
regulated whilst also maintaining traditional 
levels of distribution of income (economic) 
Grid/Group Grid/Group 
" high level of group cohesion and binding " on the periphery of group relations and are not 
prescriptions on behaviour (high group/high responsible for the decisions that rule their lives 
grid (low group/high id 
One of the major theoretical issues when assessing the relationship between grid/group 
and worldview is the direction of causality. According to M. Thompson and Ellis (1997) 
cultural theory originally used to be understood as: 
... a theory of how social relations [or grid/group environments] shaped 
perceptions, how the life we lived with each other shaped the way we 
perceived the world (p. 4). 
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However, the most common view now is that grid/group and worldview are mutually 
reinforcing: 
Adherence to a certain pattern of social relationships [i. e. grid/group] 
generates a distinctive way of looking at the world; adherence to a certain 
worldview legitimizes a corresponding type of social [i. e. grid/group] relations 
(M. Thompson, Ellis, & Wildavsky, 1990, p. 1). 
The Relationship between Cultural, Environmental and Economic Worldviews 
Table 2 summarises the relationship between cultural, environmental and economic 
worldviews. The worldviews proposed by cultural theory concern the cultural, 
environmental and economic world. Therefore it is expected that, for example, if a person 
has fatalist worldviews then they will have a fatalist perception of the cultural, 
environmental and economic world. Similarly, if a person has egalitarian worldviews 
then they will have an egalitarian perception of the cultural, environmental and economic 
world. 
The Relationship between Worldviews, Environmental Attitudes and Behaviour 
Although cultural theory does not make specific predictions about the relationship 
between worldviews and environmental attitudes. A number of predictions can 
be derived from the content of the worldviews. 
Since people with egalitarian worldviews perceive nature to be fragile and liable to 
catastrophe it is expected that they will have pro-environmental attitudes. It is also 
expected that people with pro-environmental attitudes are expected to participate in pro- 
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environmental behaviour. Additionally, people with individualist worldviews perceive 
nature to be robust and under human control, therefore they are expected to hold anti- 
environmental attitudes. It is also expected that people with anti-environmental attitudes 
are expected to engage in anti-environmental behaviour. People with hierarchist 
worldviews perceive that nature is stable but still requires management. Hierarchists 
hold worldviews that are somewhere in between egalitarian and individualist worldviews 
so are expected to hold both pro- and anti-environmental attitudes. People with a 
combination of pro-environmental and anti-environmental attitudes are expected to 
engage in a combination of pro- and anti-environmental behaviour. People with fatalist 
woridviews consider nature to be unpredictable therefore their attitudes and behaviour are 
also likely to be unpredictable. 
The Relationship between Worldviews, Risk Perception and Decision-making 
People with egalitarian worldviews are expected to have a high perception of risk for 
environmental issues and to engage in pro-environmental decision-making. People with 
individualist worldviews are expected to have a low perception of risk for environmental 
issues and to have anti-environmental decision-making. People with hierarchist 
worldviews are expected to have a medium level of risk perception for environmental 
issues and to make both pro- and anti-environmental decisions. People with fatalist 
worldviews consider nature to be unpredictable therefore their risk perception and 
decision-making is also likely to be unpredictable. 
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2.4 SUMMARY 
The two major construct proposed by cultural theory have been discussed. Cultural 
theory proposes the existence of four worldviews (individualism, fatalism, hierarchy and 
egalitarianism) and four grid/group environments (high group/low grid, high group/high 
grid, low group/low grid, and low group/high grid). 
The number of predicted associations with environmental attitudes and risk perception 
derived from cultural theory suggests that this may be a promising theoretical approach 
for investigating people's responses to environmental issues. However, the promise of 
cultural theory will ultimately depend on whether these theoretical predictions can 
be tested empirically, and if so, whether these theoretical predictions are supported by 
empirical evidence. The next chapter will assess some of the major theoretical and 
methodological issues in the empirical literature on cultural theory. 
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BLANK IN ORIGINAL 
CHAPTER 3 
A REVIEW OF THE EMPIRICAL LITERATURE 
ON CULTURAL THEORY 
The purpose of the previous chapter was to summarise cultural theory. Chapter 2 
provided a description of the major concepts and predictions of cultural theory. 
The purpose of this chapter is to now review the empirical literature on cultural theory. 
Two main issues are discussed: the testing of the theoretical predictions of cultural 
theory, and the methodology employed in cultural theory studies. 
3.1 TESTING THE PREDICTIONS OF CULTURAL THEORY 
Cultural theory states that there are four worldviews relating to cultural, environmental 
and economic domains. In addition there are four grid/group environments, each of these 
grid/group environments are proposed to be associated with one of the worldviews. 
Worldviews are then proposed to be associated with risk perception and attitudes. Finally, 
attitudes and behaviour are expected to be associated as are risk perception and decision- 
making. 
The empirical studies will be reviewed within the context of the cultural theory model 
(illustrated in Chapter 2, section 2.3, Figure 1). This enables a comparison of the 
magnitude of the literature, and the empirical support, for each stage of the model. 
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3.1.1 Are Grid/Group and Worldviews Associated? 
This first section is inevitably brief because the relationship between grid/group and 
worldview has rarely been assessed. Dake and M. Thompson (1993) reported a 
statistically significant association between a continuous measure of cultural worldviews 
and a categorical measure of household grid/group environments. However, Dake and M. 
Thompson provided few details on how they analysed the relationship between 
grid/group and cultural worldviews. Additionally, no details were provided on whether 
the specific relationships between each of the grid/group environments and worldviews 
were statistically significant (e. g. whether interacting in a high group/high grid 
environment was positively associated with holding hierarchy cultural worldviews). 
There is not strong evidence for the relationship between grid/group and worldview. The 
lack of methodological information provided by Dake and Thompson also makes it very 
difficult to replicate their study and to assess the validity of the grid/group measure used 
in that study. More work is required to examine the relationship between grid/group and 
worldview, so the first research question (addressed in Chapter 6) is proposed: 
1) Is the grid/group environment an individual interacts in associated with their 
worldview? 
3.1.2 Are Cultural, Environmental and Economic Woridviews Associated? 
M. Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsky (1990) argue there are four cultural, environmental 
and economic worldviews each associated with one another (i. e. egalitarian cultural, 
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environmental, and economic worldviews are associated; fatalist cultural, environmental 
and economic worldviews are associated; individualist cultural, environmental and 
economic worldviews are associated; hierarchy cultural, environmental and economic 
worldviews are associated). 
There are only two studies that assess this aspect of the cultural theory model. This is 
probably due to the predominant use of cultural worldviews in empirical studies of 
cultural theory. There are no cultural theory studies that include economic worldviews, 
while there are very few studies that include environmental worldviews. 
Marris, Langford and O'Riordan (1998) correlated a multiple item continuous measure of 
the four cultural worldviews with a single item continuous measure of the four 
environmental worldviews. There were statistically significant positive associations 
for the four predicted relationships for egalitarian, individualist, hierarchy and fatalist 
worldviews. 
Ellis and F. Thompson (1997) found similar results as above, however they only assessed 
the relationship between egalitarian cultural and environmental worldviews (both were 
multiple item continuous measures). There was a statistically significant positive 
relationship between participants with egalitarian cultural and environmental worldviews. 
There are some promising findings that cultural and environmental worldviews are 
associated in a manner predicted by cultural theory. However, a more comprehensive 
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testing of the relationships between worldviews across domains is required. Therefore the 
following general research question (addressed in Chapter 4) is proposed: 
2) Are cultural, environmental and economic worldviews associated with each other? 
3.1.3 Are Woridviews Associated with Environmental Attitudes and Risk 
Perceptions? 
This section of the model has received the most empirical research. There are a number 
of studies that have examined the correlates of worldview including risk perception, and 
environmental attitudes. However, most studies only investigate cultural worldviews, 
with few studies measuring environmental worldviews. There are no cultural theory 
studies that measure economic worldviews. Therefore the focus of this review is on the 
correlations of cultural worldviews (all studies in the literature use multiple item 
continuous measures of cultural worldviews) with attitudes and risk perception, followed 
by a discussion of the only study employing environmental worldviews. 
There are three main perspectives represented in the empirical literature on the extent that 
cultural worldviews are associated with attitudes and risk perception. Probably the 
earliest view was that cultural worldviews are related in a pervasive manner with 
attitudes and risk perception. This perspective is proposed predominantly by Dake and 
his colleagues (e. g. Dake, 1991,1992; Dake & M. Thompson, 1993; Wildavsky & Dake, 
1990). The anti-thesis of this perspective is that cultural worldviews are related in a 
minor way, if at all, with attitudes and risk perceptions. This view is proposed mainly by 
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Sjoberg (e. g. Sjoberg, 1997). Somewhere in between these two opposing approaches is 
the proposal that although the relationships examined individually between cultural 
worldviews, attitudes and risk perceptions are found to be rather small, these 
relationships examined as a whole provide a meaningful explanation of people's attitudes 
and risk perceptions. This view is predominantly proposed by Marris and her colleagues 
(e. g. Brenot, Bonnefous & Marris, 1998; Marris, Langford & O'Riordan, 1998). 
Beginning with the first approach taken by Dake, what is the evidence for this optimistic 
view that cultural worldviews are strongly associated with attitudes and risk 
perception? Wildavsky and Dake (1990) compared the effects of personality, knowledge, 
political orientation, and cultural worldviews on risk perception for 36 issues associated 
with technology and the environment, war, social deviance, and economic troubles. 
According to Wildavsky and Dake cultural worldviews are the best predictors of risk 
perception. Egalitarianism was most strongly related to the perception that technological 
and environmental risks are grave problems for society. Social deviance was deemed 
most dangerous to hierarchists', and threat of war (probably because it disrupts markets 
and subjects people to severe controls) was most feared by individualists. This study 
provides promising results for the relationship between cultural worldviews and risk 
perception for a diverse range of issues. The associations were supportive of cultural 
theory. Moreover, cultural worldviews were associated with risk perception stronger than 
the other variables examined in the study (e. g. personality and knowledge). Therefore this 
study offers good support for Dake's view of a strong relationship between cultural 
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worldviews and risk perception. 
Further evidence for Dake's perspective is provided by Grendstad and Seile's (1997) 
study. They employed a similar approach to Wildavsky and Dake (1990), comparing the 
correlates of cultural worldviews with another theoretical approach. Grendstad and Selle 
compared the relationships with environmental attitudes for cultural worldviews and 
variables derived from Inglehart's theory of post-materialism. This is a good comparison 
because environmentalism is central to both cultural theory and post-materialism, but 
each provides a slightly different explanation for its development. For Inglehart, pro- 
environmental attitudes penetrated politics at the same time that post-materialists rejected 
the very materialist basis that had helped to generate pollution. Therefore, Inglehart 
(1990) has suggested that environmentalism is not just a postmaterialist issue, rather 
environmental values are centrally implicated in the categories themselves: 
When environmentalism raises questions of environmental quality versus economic growth, 
it pits Materialist priorities squarely against Postmaterialist ones (Inglehart, 1990, p. 267). 
Cultural theory, on the other hand, suggests there is more than the simple pro- 
environmental and anti-environmental distinction, there are four different 
worldviews related to environmental attitudes in a manner which justifies their own 
worldviews and undermines the others. 
Grendstad and Selle examined the associations of cultural worldviews and postmaterialist 
values with environmental attitudes. They found that egalitarianism and postmaterialism 
were both positively related to the general measure of environmental attitudes as was 
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predicted. As also was expected, individualism was negatively associated with general 
environmental attitudes and fatalism had no relationship with this measure. Hierarchy 
was only negatively associated with environmental attitudes. Post-materialism was 
associated with environmental attitudes quite weakly, both individualism (negatively) and 
particularly egalitarianism (positively) were more strongly associated with environmental 
attitudes. It would appear from this study that cultural theory provides a more empirically 
viable option for understanding environmental attitudes than post-materialism theory. 
Ellis and F. Thompson (1997) also conducted a study on the relationship between 
egalitarian cultural worldviews and environmental attitudes. They examined the 
relationship between egalitarianism and environmental attitudes both for samples from 
environmental groups and the general public. Egalitarianism was quite strongly related to 
environmental attitudes both for environmental groups and for the general public. 
It is interesting to note that egalitarianism was not only related to environmentalism on 
the individual level, it was also influential on the group level. The general public was 
consistently less egalitarian, and more supportive of hierarchy and individualism than 
environmental groups. Furthermore, radical environmental groups were more egalitarian 
than moderate environmental groups. 
However, although there is some support for the previous approach not all interpretations 
of the cultural theory studies are as enthusiastic as the authors cited above. Sjoberg 
(1997) criticized a number of studies on cultural worldviews because of the low 
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correlations often found. In support of this claim, Sjoberg compared the relationship 
between risk perception and cultural worldviews for his study and results reported by 
Dake (1991). The data found by Sjoberg was rather similar to Dake's results, a small 
number of correlations were in the . 40s and both 
found 32% of the correlations were 
statistically significant. This led Sjoberg to conclude: 
The most likely explanation of the present results, in my view, is that cultural theory is 
simply wrong. Cultural biases [or cultural worldviews] are not major factors in risk 
perception, but make only a very minor contribution to its explanation. 
(Sjoberg, 1997, p. 128). 
Sjoberg also has support for his interpretation of the relationship between cultural 
worldviews and risk perception. Although cultural worldviews are sometimes strongly 
correlated with attitudes and risk perception in cultural theory studies, the majority of 
correlations are weak (between . 20 and . 30). 
Despite there being a degree of truth to Sjoberg's interpretation he may have been a little 
over zealous in his dismissal of cultural theory. Marris, Langford and O'Riordan (1998) 
have criticized the nature of the risk perception variables correlated with cultural 
worlviews in such studies. They argue the risk perception variables are often too abstract 
and restricted, thus lacking in ecological validity. Another possible explanation of the 
weak correlations, are the differences in specificity between worldviews and the variables 
they are associated with (i. e. specific attitudes and risk perceptions). The worldviews tend 
to be more general in content than the attitude and risk perception measures, variables 
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with similar specificity are likely to be more highly correlated with one another (Fishbein 
&A3. zen, 1975). Marris and her colleagues propose another view of the evidence. They 
argue that although the correlations are often not that large in such studies, cultural 
worldviews are related to risk perception in a very consistent manner over a large range 
of issues. Therefore the value of cultural theory lies in its ability to predict general 
patterns of risk perception. Evidence for cultural worldviews being associated with risk 
perceptions and attitudes are consistently replicated in a number of studies discussed 
below. 
One exception that is not supported in the literature is the association of hierarchy 
cultural worldviews with attitudes and risk perception. Cultural theory predicts that 
people with hierarchy worldviews perceive environmental issues in a manner somewhere 
in between egalitarianism and individualism. However, most studies discussed below 
found that hierarchy worldviews were associated negatively with most environmental 
issues. 
Peters and Slovic (1996) examined the effect of cultural worldviews on risk perception 
for nuclear power. The cultural worldviews were all directly associated with a measure of 
support for nuclear power. Egalitarianism was associated with a rejection of nuclear 
power, while individualism and fatalism/hierarchy were associated with support for 
nuclear power. Cultural worldviews were also correlated with eight items concerning 
technology and the environment. As with the studies discussed above, egalitarianism was 
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positively related to concern for these issues. Individualism and fatalism/hierarchy 
worldviews were related to these items in the opposite direction. This study by Peters and 
Slovic (1996) replicates the findings discussed earlier (Grendstadt & Selle, 1997; 
Wildavsky & Dake, 1990) that egalitarian cultural worldviews are associated with 
concern for environmental issues, while hierarchy and individualism are negatively 
associated with concern for environmental issues. 
Dake and M. Thompson (1993) assessed the relationship between cultural worldviews and 
attitudes towards technology and the environment. Egalitarianism was positively related 
to their technology and the environment measure, while hierarchy and individualism were 
negatively related to the technology and environment measure. 
Palmer (1996) examined the relationship between cultural worldviews and risk 
perception. Again the relationship was in the manner predicted: egalitarians feared 
technological risk the most, hierarchists weighed the costs and benefits of risk, and 
individualists saw risks as opportunities (focussing on the benefits of most activities). 
Marris, Langford and O'Riordan (1998) found egalitarianism was correlated with risk 
perceptions for environmental threats. Egalitarianism was also significantly correlated 
with `unnatural' risks such as food colourings, genetic engineering and microwave ovens. 
Hierarchy was associated with high scores for social threats (e. g. mugging and terrorism). 
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Individualism was characterized by low concern for environmental threats (e. g. nuclear 
power, ozone depletion) and also low concern for personal risks (e. g. alcoholic drinks, 
car driving, food colourings and sun bathing). There were fewer significant correlations 
for fatalism than the other cultural worldviews. 
Brenot, Bonnefous and Marris (1998) again found similar results, the correlations tended 
to be in the predicted direction. Egalitarianism was associated with concern for all the 
industrial risks and also for pollution from cars and domestic waste. Egalitarianism was 
also correlated with higher risk ratings for 4 health risks (AIDS, drugs, tobacco smoking, 
and alcoholism). Hierarchy was associated more with city crime, terrorism, and natural 
catastrophes. These issues may be seen to disturb the stable order of society. Fatalism 
was associated with similar issues to hierarchy. 
From the review of studies on the correlations of cultural worldviews with risk perception 
and environmental attitudes it appears that the data neither fits Dake's view (strong and 
pervasive relationship) nor Sjoberg's view (weak relationship). Cultural theory studies 
often do not find large correlations, and when there are, these are often isolated 
associations. But on the other hand, cultural worldviews are almost always found to be 
related to attitudes and risk perception in a manner predicted by cultural theory. These 
findings are too strong to support the pessimistic conclusions of Sjoberg. It is the 
interpretation of Marris and her colleagues that seems to fit the data. Cultural worldviews 
provide a general framework for understanding an individual's attitudes and risk 
perception which are only readily interpretable when viewed as a whole. Although it is 
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relatively well established in the literature, it will also be examined in this thesis whether 
cultural worldviews are associated with attitudes and risk perception. 
Therefore the following research question (addressed in Chapters 4 and 6) is: 
3) Are cultural worldviews associated with environmental attitudes and risk perception? 
Environmental worldviews have received much less research attention than cultural 
worldviews. The one study that assessed the relationship between environmental 
worldviews and environmental attitudes was conducted by Steg and Sievers (2000). 
They examined whether environmental worldviews (using a single item categorical 
measure of all four worldviews) were associated with the perception and judgment of the 
problems of car use and solutions to them. 
People holding egalitarian environmental worldviews had a higher problem awareness, 
felt more co-responsible for the car use problems and evaluated their own contribution to 
the solution of the problems of car use as more efficacious, particularly in comparison 
with those holding individualist worldviews. Additionally those holding egalitarian 
worldviews evaluated the personal advantages of car use as less important compared to 
the societal problems of car use. Egalitarianism was associated with a more 
positive evaluation of policy measures designed to reduce car use, than was hierarchy 
Individualism was associated with the most negative evaluation of such policies. Steg and 
Sievers (2000) study on the relationship between environmental worldviews and car use 
attitudes provides support for the predictions of cultural theory. This is an interesting 
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finding because it suggests that the proposed relationship between worldviews and 
environmental attitudes is supported for environmental worldviews, in addition to 
cultural worldviews. However, these findings need to be established by further 
replications. 
Therefore the fourth research question (addressed in Chapters 4 and 6) is: 
4) Are environmental worldviews associated with environmental attitudes and risk 
perception? 
Finally, the least work of all conducted on cultural theory has been in relation to 
economic worldviews. However, there is some support for the economic worldviews 
proposed by cultural theory. Zucker and Weiner (1993) factor analysed items on possible 
causes of poverty and found three factors: individualistic, societal (equivalent to 
egalitarian) and fatalistic which corresponded quite closely to the cultural theory 
economic worldviews. Despite the hierarchist economic worldviews not occuring in the 
measure, at least there is some evidence to suggest the existence of the other three 
worldviews. This is particularly good evidence since the poverty items were constructed 
without any reference to cultural theory. 
An anecdotal example of the campaign to cancel Third World debt in the year 2000 is 
also supportive of the economic worldviews of cultural theory. Bob Geldof, and fellow 
campaigners, were keen to emphasise that cancelling all the Third World debt would cost 
the tax payer only a couple of pence on income tax. Whereas the International Monetary 
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Fund (IMF) were emphasising the size of the debt, in terms of billions of dollars, which 
they could not afford to cancel. This seems to be an example of an egalitarian economic 
worldview held by Bob Geldof, `all we need to do is reduce our needs to reduce the 
burden on others'. By contrast, the IMF seemed to be holding hierarchist economic 
worldviews, 'countries at the higher end of the hierarchy have a certain standard of living 
which they cannot compromise'. 
At present, evidence that economic worldviews are associated with environmental 
attitudes and risk perceptions rests on anecdotal examples. So the next research question 
(addressed in Chapter 4) is: 
5) Are economic worldviews associated with environmental attitudes and risk 
perception? 
3.1.3 Are Environmental Attitudes Associated with Environmental Behaviour, and 
are Risk Perceptions Associated with Decision-making? 
The results of studies on the relationship between environmental attitudes and behaviour 
have tended to be a little inconsistent. Sometimes environmental attitudes and behaviour 
have found to be moderately associted (Axelrod & Lehman, 1993; Hines et al., 1986- 
1987; Smith et al., 1994; Weigel, 1977). But other studies tend to find a rather weak 
relationship (Barker et al., 1994; Berger & Corbin, 1992; Grob, 1995; Sia et al., 1985- 
1986). However, a number of studies have even found no statistically significant 
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relationship at all (Arbuthnot, 1977; Gamba & Oskamp, 1994; Lansana, 1992; Van der 
Pligt, 1985). 
Therefore it would appear the relationship between environmental attitudes and 
behaviour is not as strong as would be expected. A number of theoretical and 
methodological reasons have been cited to explain the lack of relationship between 
environmental attitudes and behaviour. 
For example, it has been argued that attitude activation is necessary before an attitude can 
direct behaviour in a particular situation (e. g. Fazio, Sanbonmatso, Powell & Cardes, 
1986). The strength of attitude activation is affected by factors such as direct experience 
with the attitude object and the number of times the attitude has been expressed (Bell, 
Fisher, Baum, & Greene, 1997). 
Moreover, the theory of reasoned action proposes that the relationship between attitudes 
and behaviour is moderated by social norms (e. g. Fishbeing & Ajzen, 1975), which refers 
to the perception of the expectations of relevant others. Perceived control has also been 
proposed as a moderator of the attitude-behaviour relationship (e. g. Ajzen & Madden, 
1986). Perceived control reflects the degree to which an individual perceives there are 
obstacles that would limit his or her intended actions. 
A possible methodological reason effecting the results of studies investigating the 
relationship between environmental attitudes and behaviour, is the lack of measurement 
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correspondence between these two variables in such studies. For example, Stem and 
Oskamp (1987) argue that the many of the negligible associations reported are due to 
correlating a general measure of environmental attitudes with a specific measure of 
environmental behaviour. If environmental behaviour is assessed specifically then 
environmental attitudes should also be assessed specifically. This is the approach to be 
taken in this thesis, the next research question is (addressed in Chapter 4): 
6) Are specific environmental attitudes associated with specific environmental 
behaviours? 
There have also been a number of studies that assess the relationship between risk 
perception and decision-making (e. g. Lofsted, 1993; Rayner & Cantor, 1987). There are a 
number of similar issues concerning risk perception and decision-making as with 
environmental attitudes and behaviour. The relationship between risk perception and 
decision-making tends to be moderate (e. g. Lofstedt, 1993). This appears often to be 
due to a lack of measurement correspondence. Risk perception tends to be measured in 
very general terms and then compared with decision-making for specific issues. By 
contrast, this thesis intends to examine risk perception and decision-making for specific 
issues which leads to the next research question (addressed in Chapter 6): 
7) Is risk perception for specific environmental issues associated with decision-making 
for specific environmental issues? 
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3.1.5 Summary 
To summarise, a review of the literature has revealed limitations in testing the theoretical 
predictions of cultural theory. The relationship between grid/group and worldview has 
received very little empirical attention, very little can be ascertained on this relationship 
because of the lack of studies and the limited information provided in such studies (Dake 
& Thompson, 1993). 
There has also been very little work examining the relationship between cultural, 
environmental and economic worldviews. A small number of studies have investigated 
the relationship between cultural and environmental worldviews (Ellis & F. Thompson, 
1997; Marris, Langford, & O'Riordan, 1998), while no studies have investigated whether 
economic worldviews are associated with cultural and environmental worldviews. 
Almost all studies examining whether worldviews are associated with attitudes and risk 
perception have focused on cultural worldviews (Brenot, Bonnefous, & Marris, 1998; 
Dake & M. Thompson, 1993; Ellis & F. Thompson, 1997; Grendstadt & Selle, 1997; 
Marris, Langford, & O'Riordan, 1998; Palmer, 1996; Peters & Slovic, 1996; Sjoberg, 
1997; Wildavsky & Dake, 1993) while very few studies examine whether environmental 
worldviews (Steg & Sievers, 2000) and economic worldviews are associated with 
attitudes and risk perception. 
This review of the literature reveals the limited scope of investigations on the predictions 
of cultural theory. A number of research questions have been generated as a response to 
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these limitations in the literature and will be examined in the next three empirical 
chapters of this thesis. 
3.2 AN ASSESSMENT OF THE METHODOLOGY EMPLOYED IN CULTURAL 
THEORY STUDIES 
The lack of studies in the literature investigating environmental worldviews, economic 
worldviews, and grid/group environments were just discussed above. One of the main 
reasons for the lack of empirical attention on these cultural theory constructs is probably 
because there are no established quantitative measures for any of these constructs. It is 
probable the focus of cultural theory studies on cultural worldviews is due to the measure 
developed by Karl Dake (Dake, 1992). However, while Dake's cultural worldview 
measure has been used frequently it has not been adequately validated. 
One of the challenges of a more comprehensive investigation of cultural theory is 
developing the methodology to facilitate this research. The main methodological 
issues involved in the development of measures for grid/group environments, and for 
cultural, environmental, and economic worldviews are reviewed below. 
3.2.1 Grid/Group 
While Douglas (1982) has provided an extensive theoretical framework for investigating 
grid/group environments there doesn't appear to be, or at least in publication, an 
acceptable quantitative method of measuring grid/group. Dake and M. Thompson (1993) 
developed a categorical measure of household grid/group environments but did not give 
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enough details of their methods. Gross and Rayner (1985) proposed a measure tobe 
employed predominantly in conjunction with participant observation. Although extensive 
detail was taken in developing this measure, a rather laborious method of categorisation 
was proposed. It is fair to say this has not been a widely used method for measuring 
grid/group environments. Hampton (1982) proposed a categorical measure of grid/group 
work environments. Hampton examined the construct validity of his grid/group measure 
for two samples (one sample consisted of people from a diverse range of occupations, the 
other consisted of people from management and professional occupations). For both 
samples, the factor analysis indicated that the grid dimension had a high level of 
construct validity. However, the group dimension appeared to lack construct validity for 
both samples. For example, in the professional and management sample, the group items 
formed two factors. The first factor appeared to be relatively consistent with the group 
variable, but some grid items loaded onto it. The second factor was concerned with 
stability (e. g. job security) and didn't reflect the group variable particularly well. 
The majority of studies (e. g. Mars, 1994; Rayner & Cantor, 1987) have simply used their 
own judgment on the level of grid and group for particular environments. However, M. 
Thompson and Ellis (1997), point out the need for a more rigorous method. This thesis 
will attempt to develop a measure of grid/group environments. 
There are two particularly important issues that need to be addressed when developing a 
grid/group measure. Firstly, whether the grid and group variables should be categorical or 
continuous. Secondly, whether an individual occupies only one particular type of 
57 
grid/group environment or several. 
Originally, grid and group variables were proposed as dimensional variables (Douglas, 
1982). However, M. Thompson and Ellis (1997) have criticised the use of dimensional 
variables when measuring what they argue are essentially discontinuous types. 
M. Thompson and Ellis argue problems with using continuous measures occur when 
assessing people who are 'in the middle of the grid/group map' (i. e. those who interact in 
a social environment with moderate group cohesion, and/or in a social environment with 
a moderate level of rules and regulations). Is there a miscellaneous category, or does a 
tiny shift from one side of the dotted line to the other result in a category jump while a 
much bigger shift that stays within a single box results in no change at all? In response to 
this problem, M. Thompson and Ellis (1997) proposed that the grid and group variables 
should be measured with categorical rather than continuous measures. While there is still 
debate over whether it is better to use continuous or categorical measures this thesis will 
use both categorical and continuous measures to examine which method is better for 
examining grid/group environments. 
A second issue relating to grid/group again raised by M. Thompson and Ellis (1997) 
concerns whether an individual interacts only in one grid/group environment or whether 
an individual leads different parts of their lives in different grid/group environments. 
If it is assumed that individuals do tend to find themselves in different social contexts in 
different areas of their lives, how do they deal with this apparent contradiction? Is there 
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an attempt to find consistency by the individual (e. g. hierarchists' at work develop 
hierarchical households, and hierarchical leisure activities) or do individuals 
compartmentalize their rival ways of life? In reality it is likely to be a combination of 
both. However there still remains the need to determine the extent of these different 
responses. The effect of social context on worldviews requires much more research 
attention. While there is still debate over whether an individual inhabits more than one 
social environment in there life, it seems wise to measure grid/group environments as 
specifically as possible. 
This thesis will measure 3 different aspects of an individual's grid/group environment. In 
common with other measures of grid/group, the measures were developed to classify 
participants' households (see Dake & M. Thompson, 1993), and their work 
environments (see Hampton, 1982; Mars, 1994). In addition, a third measure was 
developed for another domain - that has not received as much attention - leisure. It is 
often noted how leisure is such a significant aspect of modern life (e. g. Bums, 1973) so 
this is also included as a measure of a participants' grid/group environment. This leads to 
the following research question (addressed in Chapter 6): 
8) Can valid grid/group measures of household, work, and leisure environments be 
developed? 
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3.2.2 Cultural Worldviews 
Dake's (1992) measure is probably the most frequently used measure of cultural 
worldviews. Although Peters and Slovic (1996), and Marris, Langford and O'Riordan 
(1998) used some items that differed from this measure, there were still large similarities. 
Table 3 lists the items of Dake's (1992) cultural worldview measure provided in that 
paper. Unfortunately, Dake's article only provided a sample of the items used in his 
measure. 
Table 3 Dake's (1992) Cultural Worldview measure 
Hierarchy 
1) I think there should be more discipline in the youth of today 
2) I would support the introduction of compulsory National Service 
3) People should be rewarded according to their position in society 
4) I am more strict than most people about what is right and wrong 
5) We should have stronger armed forces than we do now 
Individualism 
1) In a fair system people with more ability should earn more 
2) A free society can only exist by giving companies the opportunity to prosper 
3) People who are willing to work hard should be allowed to get on 
4) In this country, the brightest should make it to the top 
5) If a person has the get-up-and-go to acquire wealth, that person should have the right to enjoy it 
Egalitarianism 
1) If people in this country were treated more equally we would have fewer problems 
2) The government should make sure everyone has a good standard of living 
3) Those who get ahead should be taxed more to support the less fortunate 
4) 1 would support a tax change that made people with large incomes pay more 
5) I support government efforts to get rid of poverty 
Fatalism 
1) There is no use in doing things for people - you only get it in the neck in the long run 
2) Cooperating with others rarely works 
3) The future is too uncertain for a person to make serious plans 
4) I have often been treated unfairly 
5) A person is better off if he or she doesn't trust anyone 
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There have been a few studies examining the reliability of cultural worldview measures 
(see Table 4). Although alpha values do not tend to be particularly high, most of 
the scales were of acceptable reliability ((x ? . 60). However some scales were 
found to be 
extremely low, for example, the hierarchy scale in Sjoberg's Swedish sample (a = . 37). 
Therefore Dake's cultural worldview scale seems to have a generally acceptable level of 
reliability, but some modification might still be required. 
Table 4 Cronbach alpha's for cultural worldview scales in previous studies 
Study Egalitarianism Fatalism Individualism Hierarchy 
Brenot, Bonnefous 
. 44 . 
56 . 
57 . 60 
& Marris 1998 
Marris, Langford . 63 . 73 . 72 . 57 & O'Riordan 
(1998) 
Palmer (1996) . 62 Did not include in . 
60 
. 
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study 
Peters & Solvic . 50 Fatalist/ . 42 Combined with (1996) Hierarchy = Fatalism 
. 60 Sjoberg (1997): 
Brazilian sample . 71 . 65 . 74 . 56 
Swedish sample . 77 . 57 . 
62 . 37 
While the reliability of cultural worldview measures has been frequently examined, there 
has been very little work examining the validity of cultural worldview measures. Only 
Peters and Slovic (1996) and Marris, Langford and O'Riordan (1998) reported a principal 
components analysis of cultural worldviews. There were slight differences in the findings 
of their principal component analyses. Marris, Langford and O'Riordan (1998) reported 
four factors comparable to egalitarianism, individualism, hierarchy and fatalism. Peters 
and Slovic (1996) found similar results except that fatalism and hierarchy formed one 
factor while individualism and egalitarianism formed separate factors. Therefore both 
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principal components analyses extracted factors comparable to those predicted by cultural 
theory. However some questions are raised on whether fatalism and hierarchy form 
orthogonal factors. 
The construct validity of cultural worldview measures requires more research. 
Thus the next research question to be examined in this thesis (addressed in Chapters 4,5 
and 6) is: 
9) Are cultural worldview measures reliable and valid? 
3.2.3 Environmental Worldviews 
There are no complete multiple item measures of environmental woridviews as proposed 
by cultural theory. There have been two single item measures of the four environmental 
worldviews (Marris, Langford, & O'Riordan, 1998; Steg & Sievers, 2000) and a three 
item measure of egalitarian environmental worldviews (Ellis & F. Thompson, 1997). 
A multiple item measure of all four environmental worldviews is likely to be more 
reliable and have greater construct validity. 
When constructing a multiple item measure of environmental worldviews it is possible to 
draw from some of the previous measures discussed. Additionally, although the New 
Environmental Paradigm (NEP; Dunlap and Van Liere, 1978) was not specifically 
designed to measure this construct, the'eco-centrist'worldview proposed by the NEP is 
very similar to egalitarian environmental worldviews. Additionally an examination of the 
reversed items suggests they correspond closely to the individualist environmental 
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worldview. However, due to the lack of measures of environmental worldviews, the rest 
of the items would have to be original and based on, as directly as possible, the 
accounts of environmental worldviews proposed by cultural theory (e. g. Adams, 1995; 
M. Thompson, Ellis, & Wildavsky, 1990). Due to the pioneering nature of this measure, a 
pilot study will be conducted before the environmental worldview measure will be 
employed in the major empirical studies. Additionally, the reliability and validity of the 
measure will be assessed. Therefore the next research question (to be addressed in 
Chapters 4,5 and 6) is: 
10) Can a reliable and valid multiple item measure of environmental worldviews be 
developed? 
3.2.4 Economic Worldviews 
Economic worldviews have probably received the least empirical attention of all the 
constructs of cultural theory. Therefore there is very little data to draw from when 
constructing this measure. To develop a multiple item measure of economic worldviews 
requires producing original items derived from theoretical accounts of cultural theory 
economic worldviews (e. g. Dake & M. Thompson, 1993; M. Thompson, Ellis, & 
Wildavsky, 1990). For this economic worldview measure it is even more important that a 
pilot study be conducted before its use in a major empirical study. Additionally, the 
reliability and validity of this measure needs to be assessed. The following research 
question (addressed in Chapters 4 and 5) was examined: 
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11) Can a reliable and valid multiple item measure of economic worldviews be 
developed? 
3.2.5 Summary 
There are four main constructs in cultural theory requiring measurement in this thesis: 
grid/group environments; cultural, environmental and economic worldviews. Each of 
these four constructs were found to be in different stages of methodological development. 
There are some measures of grid/group in the literature, but there are problems 
with most of these, so there is not yet an established measure of grid/group available. 
For cultural worldviews, there is a measure in the literature that has been used relatively 
frequently but further work seems to be required to examine the validity of cultural 
worldview measures. There were mainly single-item measures of environmental 
worldviews in the literature, however a multiple item measure has yet to be developed for 
all four worldviews. Finally, the least methodological development was found for 
economic worldviews, there are no measures of this construct in the literature. 
It appears that new measures need to be developed for grid/group environments, 
environmental worldviews and economic worldviews. While some modifications of the 
cultural worldview measures appear to be required. Additionally, work is needed to 
examine the validity of the measures to be developed in this thesis. 
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3.3 SUMMARY 
This chapter has provided a review of the empirical literature on cultural theory. The two 
main emphases of this review were to discuss the testing of cultural theory predictions 
and to examine the methodology employed in these studies. 
The testing of cultural theory predictions was found to be rather incomplete, most 
theoretical predictions have not been tested in enough detail. Additionally, the 
methodology was rather incomplete. There are no established measures for almost all of 
the major constructs of cultural theory. 
On the basis of theoretical and methodological limitations in the literature eleven research 
questions have been generated. The next three empirical chapters will examine these 
research questions within the main aims of this thesis, to comprehensively examine the 
theoretical predictions of cultural theory and to develop measures for the theory's major 
constructs. 
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BLANK IN ORIGINAL 
CHAPTER 4 
STUDY 1: A MODEL OF CULTURAL THEORY 
APPLIED TO TRANSPORTATION 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
Chapters one to three discussed the two main purposes of this thesis: to test the 
theoretical predictions of cultural theory, and to develop measures for the major 
constructs of cultural theory. These purposes are addressed in this study. 
4.1.1 Developing Measures for Cultural Theory Constructs 
There are no established cultural theory measures of environmental and economic 
worldviews in the literature (see Chapter 3, section 3.2). Additionally, although the 
cultural worldview measure (Dake, 1992) is frequently used there is still need for further 
development of this measure, since some studies have found rather weak reliability 
scores for some of the sub-scales (e. g. Sjoberg, 1997). New measures for environmental 
and economic worldviews are to be developed in this study, and Dake's (1992) cultural 
worldview is to be modified. These cultural, environmental and economic worldview 
measures were developed in a pilot study before being employed in the main study (see 
Appendix, section 4). 
There is not much data on the reliability and validity of measures for economic and 
environmental woridviews in the literature. However, while there is some data on 
reliability for the cultural worldview measure, more data is required on the construct 
67 
validity of this measure (see Chapter 3, section 3.2). The reliability and construct validity 
of the new cultural, environmental and economic worldview measures will be examined. 
4.1.2 Testing the Theoretical Predictions of Cultural Theory 
Figure 2 illustrates the theoretical predictions tested in this study in relation to car use 
attitudes and transport behaviour. Each stage of the model will be operationalised below 
and hypotheses will be proposed. 
Figure 2A partial cultural theory model of environmental issues examined in Study 1 
Worl v'ew Car Use Transportation \ 
Attitudes Behaviour 
Cult , 4---p. Eviron. 4-.: -o. Econ 
u 
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The Relationship between Cultural, Environmental and Economic Worldviews 
According to cultural theory the four worldviews (hierarchy, egalitarianism, 
individualism, and fatalism) consist of cultural, environmental and economic domains. 
Therefore a positive relationship for each worldview across cultural, environmental, and 
economic domains is predicted in Hypothesis 1: 
1 a) hierarchy cultural, environmental and economic worldviews are positively correlated 
with each other 
lb) egalitarian cultural, environmental and economic worldviews are positively 
correlated with each other 
lc) individualist cultural, environmental and economic worldviews are positively 
correlated with each other 
1d) fatalist cultural, environmental and economic worldviews are positively correlated 
with each other 
The Relationship Between Worldviews and Car Use Attitudes 
The specific environmental issue examined in this study is transportation. This is an 
environmental issue that has been rarely investigated in cultural theory studies (e. g. Steg 
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& Sievers, 2000) and in other environmental studies (e. g. Cameron et al., 1998). To take 
into account the multi-dimensional influences of environmental attitudes (see 
Witherspoon & Martin, 1992; Van Liere & Dunlap, 1981) three types of environmental 
attitudes were assessed. Firstly, biospheric attitudes consist of attitudes towards the 
biospheric consequences of car use (e. g. contribution to the greenhouse effect). Secondly, 
social attitudes consist of attitudes towards the social consequences 
of car use (e. g. the dangers of car accidents). Thirdly, egoistic attitudes consist of 
attitudes towards the egoistic benefits of car use (e. g. greater comfort when travelling). 
Applying the theoretical predictions of cultural theory to egoistic, biospheric and social 
attitudes towards car use provides the following hypotheses: 
2a) Hierarchy worldviews are positively associated with biospheric, social and egoistic 
car use attitudes 
Firstly, hierarchy worldviews are expected to be supportive of egoistic, biospheric and 
social attitudes. According to cultural theory, hierarchists seek to balance the benefits and 
costs of environmental issues (e. g. Steg & Sievers, 2000). 
Secondly, people with egalitarian worldviews are expected to focus on the biospheric 
consequences of car use, therefore it is hypothesised: 
2b) Egalitarian worldviews are positively associated with biospheric car use attitudes 
People with individualist worldviews are expected to focus on the egoistic benefits of car 
use, but at the same stage to deny the social and biospheric consequences. 
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Thus the next prediction of hypothesis 2: 
2c) Individualist worldviews are positively associated with egoistic car use attitudes and 
negatively associated with social and biospheric car use attitudes 
Finally, fatalism is not predicted to be associated with any of the car use attitudes because 
fatalist's attitudes tend to be inconsistent (e. g. Marris, Langford, & O'Riordan, 1998). 
The Relationship between Car Use Attitudes and Transportation Behaviour 
The final stage of the model examined in this study is the relationship between car use 
attitudes and transportation behaviour. It is expected that people with egoistic attitudes 
will be more likely to engage in anti-environmental transport behaviour (transportation 
possibly more harmful to the environment). While people holding social and biospheric 
attitudes will be more likely to engage in pro-environmental transport behaviour 
(transportation possibly less harmful to the environment). Therefore the third 
hypotheses are: 
3a) Egoistic attitudes are positively associated with anti-environmental transport 
behaviour 
3b) Social and biospheric attitudes are positively associated with pro-environmental 
transport behaviour 
71 
4.2 METHOD 
Participants 
Four hundred questionnaires were sent to Guildford residents, a total of 123 (72 
female and 51 male) participants replied, resulting in a response rate of 33%. 
In terms of the age composition of the sample: 8.9 % were aged between 18-24 years, 
17.9 % were aged 25-34,17.9% were aged 35-44,19.5% were aged 45-54,12.2% from 
55-64, and 23.6% over age 65. The mean age was 45 years. A total of 13.0 % earned less 
than 500 pounds per month, 20.3% between 500 and 1000 pounds, 17.9 % between 1000 
and 1500,19.5 % 1500 and 2000 pounds, and 26.8% earned more than 2000 pounds a 
month. The mean income was 1250 pounds per month. 
Questionnaire 
The questionnaire was designed to operationalise a number of variables. These included: 
cultural worldviews, environmental worldviews, economic worldviews (these variables 
were all derived from the pilot study), attitudes towards car use, and transport behaviour. 
Cultural Worldviews 
The cultural worldview measure consisted of 16 items for the four cultural worldviews: 
egalitarianism, hierarchy, individualism and fatalism (see Table 5). These items were 
taken from measures of cultural worldviews (Dake, 1992; Marris, Langford, & 
O'Riordan, 1998; Peters & Slovic, 1996). This cultural worldview measure was tested in 
a pilot study before being employed in this study (see Appendix, section 4). 
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Participants were requested to rate each item on a five-point Likert scale with categories 
strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree, strongly agree. 
Table 5 The cultural worldview measure 
Egalitarianism 
1) If people in this country were treated more equally we would have fewer problems 
2) Those in power often withhold information about things that are harmful to us 
3) The government should make sure everyone in this country has a good standard of living 
4) 1 would support a tax change that makes people with large incomes pay more 
Hierarchy 
1)1 think there should be more discipline in the youth of today 
2) 1 would support the introduction of compulsory National Service 
3) We should have stronger armed forces than we do 
4) There should be stricter prison sentences to deter criminals 
Fatalism 
1) Cooperating with others rarely works 
2) 1 have often been treated unfairly 
3) There is no use in doing things for people - you only get it in the neck in the long run. 
4) Even if you work hard you never know if that will help you do better 
Individualism 
1) In a fair system people with more ability should cam more 
2) Continued economic growth is necessary to improve our quality of life 
3) If a person has the get-up-and-go to acquire wealth, that person should have the right to enjoy it 
4) It is lust as well that life tends to sort out those who trv harder from those who don't 
Environmental Worldviews 
The environmental worldview measure consisted of 16 items for the four environmental 
worldviews: egalitarianism, hierarchy, individualism and fatalism (see Table 6). These 
items were a combination of items taken from measures of environmental worldviews 
(Ellis & F. Thompson, 1997; Marris, Langford, & O'Riordan, 1998; Steg & Sievers, 
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2000) and original items derived from cultural theory accounts of environmental 
worldviews (e. g. Adams, 1995; M. Thompson, Ellis, & Wildavsky, 1990). This 
environmental worldview measure was tested in a pilot study before being employed in 
this study (see Appendix, section 4). Participants were requested to rate each item on a 
five-point Likert scale with categories strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree nor 
disagree, agree, strongly agree. 
Table 6 The environmental worldview measure 
Egalitarianism 
1) There are limits to growth beyond which our industrialized society cannot expand 
2) When humans interfere with nature it often produces disastrous consequences 
3) Humans must live in harmony with nature in order to survive 
4) The balance of nature is very delicate and easily upset 
Hierarchy 
1) The government should dictate clear rules about what is and what is not allowed 
2) More scientific research is required to establish the extent of the environmental problems 
3) Steps should be made to regulate behaviour harmful to the environment 
4) The public require educating on the dangers of environmentally damaging activities 
Individualism 
1) The environment is very adaptable and will recover from any harm caused by people 
2) Humans have the right to modify the natural environment to suit their needs 
3) In the end all environmental problems will be resolved by technological solutions 
4) Humans need not adapt to the natural environment because they can remake it to suit their needs 
Fatalism 
1) There is no use worrying about the environment, I can do nothing about it anyway 
2) Environmental protection methods are pointless because nature is unpredictable. 
3) 1 have very little control over environmental risk 
4) There is no point engaging in environmental action since it rarely changes anything 
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Economic Worldviews 
The economic worldview measure consisted of 16 items for the four economic 
worldviews: egalitarianism, hierarchy, individualism and fatalism (see Table 7). There 
are no measures of economic worldviews to draw upon therefore all items were derived 
from cultural theory explanations of economic worldviews (e. g. Dake & M. Thompson, 
1993; M. Thompson, Ellis, & Wildavsky, 1990). This economic worldview measure was 
tested in a pilot study before being employed in this study (see Appendix, section 
4). Participants were requested to rate each item on a five-point Likert scale with 
categories strongly disagree, disagree, neither agree nor disagree, agree, strongly agree. 
Table 7 The economic worldview scale 
Hierarchy 
1) Industrial development in the Third World must be carefully regulated because negative environmental consequences effect us all 
2) Third World countries have different needs and therefore comparisons in standard of living are futile 
3) Development of Third World countries should be regulated by an international agency 
4) Western experts are needed to assess the environmental side effects of economic development for Third World countries. 
Individualism 
1) Countries which are more industrially efficient deserve to have higher standards of living 
2) Even though industrial development in Third World countries may result in some environmental problems for them, overall they 
will be better off. 
3) If a country is prosperous they should enjoy the benefits 
4) We don't need to reduce our standard of living for Third World countries to be prosperous 
Egalitarianism 
1) Third World countries have the right to have the same quality of life as we do. 
2) The world's natural resources should be shared equitably among nations 
3) lt suits Western countries to keep the Third World at a low level of economic development. 
4) Western countries gain is the Third World's loss 
Fatalism 
1) Even if Third World countries become richer there is no guarantee they will be any happier 
2) We don't know whether increasing investment in the Third World will make things better for them or not 
3) Life is about coping as best you can with the resources you've been given 
4) lt is difficult to tell whether Third World countries will benefit from economic development 
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Attitudes Towards Car Use 
A total of 14 items were based on Stern and colleagues' (Stern, Dietz & Kalof, 1993; 
Stern Dietz and Guagnano, 1995; Stern, Dietz, Kalof & Guagnano, 1995) three types of 
environmental attitudes egoistic, biospheric and social that contribute towards 
environmental concern (see Table 8). This measure contained three sub-scales measuring 
the egoistic, biospheric and social consequences of car use. 
Table 8 The car use attitudes measure 
Egoistic 
1) Travelling by car offers freedom from the constraints of public transport 
2) Travelling by car is often quicker than by walking or public transport 
3) Driving by car is more comfortable than either walking or public transport 
4) Driving by car provides more privacy for the journey than walking or public transport 
Blospheric 
1) Car fumes emit gases which contribute to the greenhouse effect 
2) Car use contributes to the depletion of natural energy resources 
3) Car fumes increase air pollution 
4) Car emissions aggravate respiratory diseases such as asthma 
5) Car use does not contribute to the greenhouse effect (reversed) 
Social 
1) Reducing car use will help people have a better quality of life 
2) A high volume of cars makes a place look less desirable 
3) The building of roads and motorways has spoilt much green belt land 
4) A large number of children are killed every year by cars 
5) There are worse problems effecting the beauty of our landscapes than car traffic (reversed) 
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Transport Behaviour 
Participants were requested to select which method of transport - own car, bus, train, 
bicycle, walking, car-pooling, other - they used most frequently for four different 
activities: shopping in the town centre, travelling to work, taking the children to and from 
school, and grocery shopping. 
4.3 RESULTS 
Firstly, development of cultural, environmental and economic worldviews measures will 
be discussed. Secondly, the worldview measures will be used to test the theoretical 
predictions of cultural theory applied to transportation issues. 
4.3.1 Developing Cultural, Environmental, and Economic Worldview Scales 
Two stages of development for the cultural, environmental and economic worldview 
measures were undertaken. Firstly, the standard approach to scale construction in cultural 
theory studies was used. That is, scales were constructed on the basis of face validity. 
Mean scores from items proposed to assess the egalitarian, hierarchist, individualist and 
fatalist worldviews were calculated to form scales. Reliability scores for each of 
these scales were also assessed. 
Secondly, the construct validity of the worldview scales were assessed by principal 
components analysis (PCA), and modifications to the scales were made on the basis of 
the PCA. Finally, reliability scores for each of these scales were then calculated. 
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4.3.1.1 First Stage of Scale Construction for Cultural, Environmental 
and Economic Worldview Measures 
Table 9 summarises the findings of reliability analyses conducted on the cultural, 
environmental and economic worldview scales. The reliabilities found in the present 
study are not particularly high (a number of scales below . 60). 
Beginning with cultural worldviews, a reliability analysis of the originally proposed scale 
found that hierarchy and individualist scales had alpha values above the conventional 
level of adequate reliability (i. e. a =. 60). However, alpha values for the egalitarian and 
fatalist scales were below the conventional level of reliability. 
For the environmental worldview measure, two scales (Hierarchy and Fatalism) had 
alpha values above the conventional level of reliability. But two scales had 
reliability scores below the conventional reliability level (Egalitarianism and 
Individualism). 
For the economic worldview measure once more there are two scales (Egalitarianism 
and Fatalism) above, or equal to, the conventional level of reliability and two scales 
(Hierarchy and Individualism) below the conventional level for the economic worldview 
measure. 
Two scales for each of the measures had reliability scores below the conventional level. 
Although reliability scores for worldview measures do not tend to be particularly high in 
most studies, there appears to be possibilities for reducing error in the scales. The 
next stage of the analysis is to conduct a principal components analysis on the measures. 
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This enables the researcher to identify redundant items that reduce the reliability of a 
measure and to remove them from the analysis. Then reliability analyses will be 
conducted on the scales extracted from principal components analysis. 
Table 9 Summary Table of Reliability Analyses for the Cultural Theory Worldview 
Scales 
Worldview Scale Alpha value Mean Standard Deviation Number of Items 
Cultural Worldviews 
Egalitarianism . 53 14.89 2.25 
4 
Hierarchy . 78 12.90 3.50 
4 
Fatalism . 55 10.33 2.38 4 
Individualism . 66 13.82 2.57 4 Environmental Worldviews 
Egalitarianism . 51 8.80 2.19 
4 
Hierarchy . 63 15.79 2.25 4 
Fatalism . 64 9.33 
2.25 4 
Individualism 
. 58 15.19 
2.19 4 
Economic Worldviews 
Egalitarianism . 65 13.63 2.60 
4 
Hierarchy . 49 13.11 
2.27 4 
Fatalism 
. 60 13.62 
2.46 4 
Individualism . 50 13.80 2.08 
4 
4.3.1.2 Second Stage of Scale Construction for the Cultural, Environmental 
and Economic Worldview Measures 
Most studies on worldview measures do not tend to examine the construct validity. The 
construct validity of cultural, environmental and economic worldview measures was 
examined by conducting a principal components analysis (PCA) on the items of these 
measures. PCA allows the researcher to examine if variables form coherent sub-sets that 
are relatively independent from one another. Variables that are correlated with one 
another, but largely independent of other sub-sets of variables are combined into factors. 
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The factors (or components) extracted by PCA allow a researcher to infer the underlying 
processes that have created the correlations among variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). 
Construct Validity and Reliability of the Cultural Worldview Measure 
A PCA was conducted on the cultural worldview items. PCA, as opposed to other 
methods of factor extraction (e. g. principal factor analysis), was employed because 
it is considered to be the most robust factor extraction technique and is thus the most 
common measure of choice for researchers seeking to reduce a number of variables to a 
small number of components (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). In addition, oblique rotation 
was used because most cultural theory studies suggest that the cultural worldviews are 
not completely orthogonal. 
Factor extraction was based on Kaiser's criterion of eigenvalues greater than one, and a 
scree test (for more details, see Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). Conventionally, eigenvalues 
greater than one are considered to be acceptable factors. There is some doubt over the 
efficacy of using this criterion as the sole method of factor extraction (e. g. B. Thompson 
& Daniel, 1996) therefore a scree test was also employed. A scree test is a graphical 
method that plots eigenvalues against the number of factors. The scree plot has a negative 
gradient, with eigenvalues highest for the first factor and moderate, but decreasing, for 
the next few factors before reaching small values for the last several factors. A scree test 
involves identifying the point where a line drawn through the points changes slope. 
Three factors were extracted, based on the criteria discussed above (eigenvalues greater 
than one and a scree test). The change of slope for the scree plot occured after the third 
factor, and all three factors had eigenvalues greater than one. Items with loadings of 
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approximately . 40 or higher were considered to load onto a factor. The analysis produced 
three factors that were interpreted as being consistent with hierarchy/fatalism, 
egalitarianism and individualism worldviews (see Table 10). These factors accounted for 
45% of the variance. 
Table 10 A Principle Components Analysis of the cultural worldview measure 
Factorl: Factor II: Factor III: 
Cultural Worldview items Hierarchy/ Egalitarianism Individualism 
Fatalism 
1) There should be stricter prison sentences to deter . 84 -. 18 = . 00 
criminals (Hierarchy) 
2) 1 would support the introduction of compulsory . 81 = . 00 = . 00 National Service (Hierarchy) 
3) We should have stronger armed forces than we do . 72 -. 17 = . 00 (Hierarchy) 
4) 1 think there should be more discipline in the . 59 . 00 . 
16 
youth of today (Hierarchy) 
5) Even if you work hard you never know if that . 50 . 18 -. 
26 
will help you do better (Fatalism) 
6) Cooperating with others rarely works (Fatalism) . 50 . 29 . 
15 
7) 1 would support a tax change that makes people -. 12 . 80 = . 00 
with large incomes pay more (Egalitarianism) 
8) If people in this country were treated more _ . 00 . 
61 = . 00 
equally we would have fewer problems 
(Egalitarianism) 
9) The government should make sure everyone in = . 00 . 
59 = . 00 this country has a good standard of living 
(Egalitarianism) 
10) In a fair system people with more ability should -. 12 . 14 . 
84 
cam more (Individualism) 
11) If a person has the get-up-and-go to acquire . 14 -. 26 . 
73 
wealth, that person should have the right to enjoy it 
(Individualism) 
12) Continued economic growth is necessary to . 11 = . 00 . 
46 
improve our quality of life (Individualism) 
13) It is just as well that life tends to sort out those . 30 a . 00 . 
44 
who try harder from those who don't 
(Individualism) 
14) 1 have often been treated unfairly (Fatalism) _ . 00 = . 00 = . 
00 
15) Those in power often withhold information . 20 . 28 . 
20 
about things that are harmful to us (Egalitarianism) 
16) There is no use in doing things for people - you . 46 . 26 . 
13 
only get it in the neck in the long run (Fatalism) 
Proportion of variance explained 24% 12% 9% 
Eigenvalue 3.83 1.99 1.48 
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The first factor appears to be a combination of hierarchy and fatalism worldviews. Items 
that load highly on this factor are concerned with preserving the hierarchy in society. 
These items consist of deterrents against social deviance (Items I and 3, in Table 10), 
and an emphasis on developing discipline in the youth (Items 2 and 4, in Table 10). 
Fatalist items also loaded onto this factor (i. e. items 5,6 and 16). These fatalist items 
concern the futility of hard work, co-operation and helping others. 
There are two possible explanations for hierarchy and fatalist worldviews loading onto 
the same factor. One explanation is that the cultural worldview measure does not have an 
adequate level of construct validity. That is, the measure is not able to adequately account 
for the differences between hierarchy and fatalist cultural worldviews. A second 
explanation is that the PCA identified a valid theoretical difference. It is possible that 
fatalism and hierarchy form one worldview. 
The second factor is interpreted to represent egalitarianism, with three of the four 
egalitarian items loading onto this factor. It is interesting to find that these three 
items are all concerned with the distribution of resources (e. g. Item 8), while the 
other egalitarian item consisted of a lack of trust for those in power (Item 15). This 
finding suggests that the egalitarian cultural worldview scale had a relatively high level 
of construct validity. 
The third factor was interpreted to correspond with individualist cultural worldviews. All 
of the individualist items loaded onto this factor. For example, people scoring high on 
this factor believe that the most talented and hard working should be able to enjoy the 
benefits of success (e. g. Item 11). This measure appears to have the highest construct 
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validity of all the other cultural worldview scales. 
Reliability analyses were conducted on the three factors extracted from the PCA (see 
Table 11). Although, the egalitarian scale remained relatively low (a =. 53), combining 
the hierarchy and fatalism items resulted in a scale with good reliability (a = . 79). The 
individualism scale, had the same reliability score (a = . 66) as before, which was above 
the conventional alpha value (a = . 60). It would appear the scales extracted 
by PCA were 
of a higher level of reliability than the original scales. 
Table 11 Summary Table of Reliability Analyses for Cultural Worldview Scales 
Worldview Scale Alpha value Mean Standard Deviation Number of Items 
Egalitarianism . 53 14.89 2.25 4 
Hierarchy/Fatalism . 79 20.43 4.87 
Indvidualism . 66 13.82 2.57 
Construct Validity of the Environmental Worldview Measure 
A PCA was also conducted on the 16 environmental worldview items (see Table 12). 
Three factors were extracted, accounting for 44% of the variance. Again loadings 
above . 40 were considered to load onto a factor, and oblique rotation was employed. 
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Table 12 Principle components analysis of environmental worldview measure 
Environmental Worldview Items Factor l: 
Fatalist/Individualist 
Factor II: 
Egalitarianism 
Factor III: 
Hierarchy 
I) There is no use worrying about the environment, I 
can do nothing about it anyway (fatalism) . 74 _ . 00 -" 
15 
2) Environmental protection methods are pointless 
because nature is unpredictable (fatalism) . 70 = . 00 - . 
00 
3) There is no point engaging in environmental action 
since it rarely changes anything (fatalism) . 66 = . 00 = . 00 
4) 1 have very little control over environmental risk . 56 = . 00 =_ . 
00 
(fatalism) 
5) The environment is very adaptable and will recover 
from any harm caused by people (individualism) . 
56 -. 29 . 
13 
6) Humans need not adapt to the natural environment 
because they can remake it to suit their needs . 43 -. 
37 -. 17 
(individualism) 
7) The balance of nature is very delicate and easily _ . 00 . 
71 . 16 
upset (egalitarianism) 
8) When humans interfere with nature it often 
produces disastrous consequences (egalitarianism) _ . 
00 . 67 . 
20 
9) Humans have the right to modify the natural . 27 -. 
63 . 29 
environment to suit their needs (individualism) 
10) Humans must live in harmony with nature in -. 19 . 51 . 31 
order to survive (egalitarianism) 
11) More scientific research is required to establish 
the extent of the environmental problems (hierarchy) -. 11 . 00 . 
73 
12) The government should dictate clear rules about 
what is and what is not allowed (hierarchy) . 19 . 00 . 
65 
13) The public require educating on the dangers of 
environmentally damaging activities (hierarchy) -. 23 . 46 . 61 
14) Steps should be made to regulate behaviour 
harmful to the environment (hierarchy) _ . 00 . 
46 . 55 
15) There are limits to growth beyond which our 
industrialized society cannot expand (egalitarianism) . 15 . 
20 . 15 
16) In the end all environmental problems will be 
resolved by technological solutions (individualism) . 40 . 
12 . 00 
Proportion of variance explained 22% 14% 8% 
Elgenvalue 3.62 2.28 1.26 
The first factor was interpreted as a combination of fatalist and individualist 
environmental worldviews. Fatalist worldviews that environmental action is futile (e. g. 
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Item 1) and that they have little control over environmental risk (e. g Item 4) loaded 
highly on to this factor. Individualist worldviews, that the environment is robust and 
adaptable also loaded onto this factor (e. g. Item 5). 
This finding raises questions about the construct validity of the individualist and fatalist 
environmental worldviews. It is interesting that, once more, fatalist worldviews failed to 
form an independent factor. The question again is whether this is due to methodological 
reasons (i. e. does the fatalist worldview measure lack construct validity? ). Alternatively, 
it could be argued that this study has identified a valid theoretical finding that fatalism 
and individualism for one environmental worldview. 
The second factor seems to represent egalitarian environmental worldviews. People 
supporting this factor tend to see the balance of nature as very delicate, therefore humans 
must take care not to disturb this balance (e. g. Items 7 and 8). Three of the four 
egalitarian items loaded onto this factor. The egalitarian environmental worldview scale 
thus has a relatively high level of construct validity. 
All of the hierarchy environmental worldview items loaded onto the final factor. People 
with hierarchy environmental worldviews believe that the environment can be managed. 
This management must be based on sound empirical evidence collected by experts, and 
the public must be carefully regulated (e. g. Items 11 and 12). The hierarchy 
environmental worldview scale has a high level of construct validity. 
85 
A reliability analysis was conducted on the three environmental worldview factors 
extracted from the PCA (see Table 13). 
Table 13 Summary Table of Reliability Analyses for Environmental Worldview Scales 
Worldview Scales Alpba value Mean Standard Deviation Number of Items 
Egalitarianism . 55 11.96 1.75 3 
Hierarchy 
. 63 15.79 2.25 
Fatalist/Individualist 
. 71 15.74 3.44 
4 
Fatalism and Individualism were combined in one factor, this scale was of high reliability 
(a = . 71). The egalitarian scale, extracted by PCA, increased in reliability compared to 
the originally proposed scale (from a= . 51 for the original scale, a= . 55 when one of the 
items suggested to be deleted by the PCA was removed). However the egalitarian scale 
was still below the conventional level of reliability. The hierarchy scale extracted by PCA 
was the same level of reliability as the originally proposed scale (a = . 63). 
Construct Validity of the Economic Woridview Measure 
A principal components analysis was then conducted on the economic worldview 
measure (see Table 14). 
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Table 14 A Principle Components Analysis of the economic worldview measure 
Economic worldviews Factor 1: 
Egalitarianism 
Factor 2: 
Individualism 
Factor 3: 
Fatalism 
Factor 4: 
Hierarchy 
I) The world's natural resources should be shared equitably among . 82 =. 00 a . 00 . 
12 
nations (Egalitarianism) 
2) Western countries gain is the Third World's loss (Egalitarianism) . 71 -. 37 . 
17 
-=. 00 
3) Third World countries have the right to have the same quality of life . 60 . 00 -. 
34 . 37 
as we do (Egalitarianism) 
4) We don't need to reduce our standard of living for Third World -. 47 . 31 . 00 a . 00 countries to be prosperous (Individualism) 
5) Countries which are more industrially efficient deserve to have a -. 14 . 77 . 00 . 
15 
higher standard of living (Individualism) 
6) If a country is prosperous they should enjoy the benefits . 00 . 
67 =. ()O . 13 (Individualism) 
7) It suits Western countries to keep the Third World at a low level of . 27 -. 57 . 00 . 11 
economic development (Egalitarianism) 
8) Third World countries have different needs and therefore . 41 -. 
42 . 
29 
. 
32 
comparisons in standard of living are futile (Hierarchy) 
9) We don't know whether increasing investment in the Third World -. 14 -. 10 . 
81 =. ()O 
will make things better for them or not (Fatalism) 
10) It is difficult to tell whether Third World countries will benefit . 27 . 25 . 76 -. 14 from economic development (Fatalism) 
11) Even if Third World countries become richer there is no guarantee _ . 00 . 00 . 
56 . 45 they will be any happier (Fatalism) 
12) Industrial development in the Third World must be carefully 
regulated because negative environmental consequences effect us all . 14 . 13 = . 00 . 73 (Hierarchy) 
13) Development of Third World countries should be regulated by an _ . 00 a . 00 a . 00 . 
67 
international agency (Hierarchy) 
14) Western experts are needed to assess the environmental side 
effects of economic development for Third World countries(Hierarchy) Z. 00 . 35 S . 00 . 49 
15) Life is about coping as best you can with the resources you've _ . 00 . 
11 . 25 a . 00 been given (Fatalism) 
16) Even though industrial development in Third World countries may 
result in some environmental problems for them, overall their citizens . 
14 . 
24 -. 38 -. 34 
will be better off (Individualism) 
Proportion of variance explained 16% 15% 13% 8% 
Eigen value 2.63 2.41 2.11 1.34 
Four factors were extracted, which explained 52% of the variance. As with the previous 
PCA, oblique rotation was employed and item loadings of . 40 or greater were considered 
to load onto a factor. 
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The first factor seemed to consist of egalitarian economic worldviews. With items 
emphasising the equal rights of the Third World to the world's resources, and the 
exploitation of Third World countries by the West (e. g. Items 1 and 2) loading 
highly onto this factor. These items correspond with egalitarian economic worldviews 
that resources are fixed, but needs can be managed (M. Thompson, Ellis, & Wildavsky, 
1990). For egalitarians' the reason Third World countries are poor is because of 
inequality in the distribution of resources, the Earth has finite resources therefore 
Western countries must reduce their needs so that the rest of the World may have a fairer 
share of these resources. Three of the four egalitarian worldview items loaded onto this 
factor, however one of the hierarchy items (Item 8) loaded onto this factor. Therefore 
this scale has a moderate level of construct validity. 
Individualist economic worldview items tended to load onto the second factor. People 
scoring high on this factor tended to believe that if a country is successful they deserve 
the rewards of prosperity, and that taking this prosperity away from the successful 
countries will not benefit the Third World (Items 4 and 5). These items represent 
the individualist economic worldview that both needs and resources are manageable. 
Success comes to those who are bold enough and skillful enough to grasp the 
opportunities life provides (M. Thompson, Ellis, & Wildavsky, 1990). Only two of the 
four individualist economic worldviews loaded onto this factor, therefore there is some 
doubts over the construct validity of this scale. 
The third factor was interpreted to consist of fatalist economic worldviews. There were 
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high loadings on this factor for items that questioned the benefits of economic 
development for increasing the quality of life in the Third World (e. g. Items 9 and 10). 
These doubts about economic development did not appear to be based on a denial of 
its benefits (as egalitarians would), but that these benefits are unpredictable. These items 
correspond to M. Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsky's (1990) fatalist economic worldviews. 
Fatalists' believe they cannot manage either their needs or their resources, therefore there 
is no use trying to increase resources by economic development, the only strategy is to 
hope for the best. Three of the four fatalist items loaded onto this factor which suggests 
this scale has a relatively high level of construct validity. 
The final factor was interpreted to consist of hierarchy economic worldviews. Items that 
loaded on this factor consisted of worldviews on the need for Third World economic 
development to be carefully regulated by experts and high status authorities (e. g. Items 
12 and 13). These items represent the hierarchy economic worldview that people can 
manage their resources but not their needs. If you cannot do anything about your needs 
the only strategy is to increase your resources. Hierarchists' would be supportive of 
economic development in the Third World, as a form of resource mobilization, but this 
must be carefully regulated. Experts chosen by the hierarchy must provide indicators of 
sustainability and safe limits that serve to match the specialized divisions of mankind 
within a stratified and ordered environment. Three of the four hierarchy worldview items 
loaded onto this factor. However, a fatalist item (Item 11) and an egalitarian item 
(Item 3) also loaded onto this factor. This provides doubts on the construct validity of 
this scale. 
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A reliability analysis was conducted on the four extracted economic worldview factors 
(see Table 15). 
Table 15 Summary Table of Reliability Analyses for the Economic Woridview Scales 
Worldview Scales Alpha values Mean Standard Deviation Number of Items 
Egalitarianism . 65 13.63 2.60 4 
Hierarchy . 56 10.12 1.86 3 
Individualism . 55 10.53 1.82 3 
Fatalism . 60 13.62 2.46 4 
The egalitarian (a = . 65) and fatalist (a =. 60) scales still contained the same items as 
originally proposed, both scales had adequate reliability scores. The hierarchy (a = . 49 
for original scale and a= . 56 for PCA derived scale) and individualist (a = . 50 for 
original scale and (x = . 55 for PCA derived scale) scales were of a higher reliability than 
the originally proposed scales. However, both the hierarchy and individualist scales still 
had reliability scores below the conventional level of reliability. 
Comparison of Theoretical and PCA Derived Worldview Measures 
Reliability analyses on the scales extracted from PCA, for each of the worldview 
measures (cultural, environmental and economic) showed positive results. The scales 
extracted from PCA were of a greater level of reliability, but at the same time, still 
relatively comparable to the originally proposed scales. While some of the scales 
remained below the conventional level of reliability this is also the case in almost every 
cultural theory study in the literature. Therefore all the worldview scales derived from the 
PCA will be used for research purposes in this study. 
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4.3.2 Theoretical Predictions of Cultural Theory Applied to Transportation 
The next stage of the results section is to assess the theoretical predictions of cultural 
theory as applied to transportation, these theoretical predictions are illustrated in Figure 
2 (see section 4.1.2). 
Relationship between Cultural, Environmental and Economic Worldviews 
Cultural theory states that there are four worldviews (egalitarianism, fatalism, 
individualism and hierarchy) for the cultural, environmental and economic domains. 
Therefore one would expect to find that worldviews for each of these domains are 
associated with each other (e. g. individualist worldviews for cultural, environmental and 
economic domains are associated with each other). 
The relationship between cultural, environmental and economic worldviews were 
assessed by a series of Pearson's Product Moment Correlation Coefficients. This is the 
standard analysis employed in cultural theory studies. 
The predicted relationships are in bold type in Table 16. All of these relationships are 
statistically significant. Hierarchy/fatalism cultural worldviews were correlated with 
hierarchy environmental worldviews (r =. 302, p<. 01) and hierarchy economic 
worldviews (r = . 184, p<. 05). Finally, hierarchy environmental worldviews and economic 
hierarchy worldviews are strongly associated (r = . 427, p<. O 1). 
Hierarchy/fatalism cultural worldviews were strongly correlated with 
fatalism/individualism environmental woridviews (r =. 446, p<. 01), and fatalist economic 
worldviews (r = . 331, p<. 01). Additionally, fatalist/individualist environmental 
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worldviews and fatalist economic worldviews were also associated (r =. 235, p<. 01). 
Egalitarian cultural worldviews were correlated with egalitarian environmental 
worldviews (r = . 223, p<. 05) and egalitarian economic worldviews (r = . 432, p<. 
O1). In 
addition, egalitarian environmental worldviews and egalitarian economic worldviews 
were also related (r =. 334, p<. 01). 
Finally, individualist cultural worldviews were correlated with fatalist/individualist 
environmental worldviews (r = .3 82, p<. O1) and 
individualist economic worldviews (r = 
. 580, p<. 
01). Fatalist/individualist environmental worldviews were also correlated with 
individualist economic worldviews (r =. 215, p<. 05). 
Table 16 Correlations between cultural, environmental and economic worldviews 
H/F E I F/I H E F H E 
CW CW CW ENW ENW ENW ECW ECW ECW 
H/F 
E 
CW . 021 . * * * . . . * 
I 
CW . 434** -. 091 * * * 
F/I 
ENW . 446** -. 027 . 382** * * * " " " 
H 
ENV . 302** . 218* . 026 -. 121 * * * " * 
E 
ENV . 223* . 213* . 034 -. 198* . 480** * " " " 
F 
ECW . 331** -. 063 -. 051 . 215** . 288** . 157 " * 
H 
ECW . 184* . 086 . 161 -. 055 . 427** . 242*0 . 193* * 
E 
ECW . 010 . 432** -. 250" -. 177 . 261 ** . 344** -. 005 . 182* 
* 
I 
ECW . 351 ** -. 130 . 580** . 215* . 222* . 095 . 080 . 179* -. 
282* 
NB. E= egalitarianism I= individualism F= fatalism H= hierarchy CW = cultural worldviews ECW = 
economic worldviews ENW = environmental worldviews *= p<. 05 ** = p<. O1 
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The Relationship Between Worldviews and Car Use Attitudes 
The next stage of the cultural theory model of transportation examined in this study (see 
Figure 2, section 4.1.2) is the relationship between worldviews (cultural, environmental 
and economic) and car use attitudes. Cultural theory proposes that egalitarian worldviews 
are associated with pro-environmental attitudes. Hierarchy worldviews are proposed to be 
associated with both pro-environmental and anti-environmental attitudes. Individualist 
worldviews are proposed to be associated with anti-environmental attitudes. Fatalist 
worldviews are expected not to have a predictable relationship with environmental 
attitudes. These relationships between worldviews (cultural, environmental and 
economic) and car use attitudes were assessed by computing Pearson's correlations. 
Again this is the standard methodology used to test this relationship in cultural theory 
studies. 
The Relationship between Cultural Worldviews and Car Use Attitudes 
The correlations between the cultural worldview measure and the car use attitude scales 
were examined (see Table 17). 
Table 17 Correlations between cultural worldviews and car use attitudes 
Car Use Attitudes Egalitarianism Hierarchy/ Individualism 
Fatalism 
Egoistic -. 066 . 295** . 193* Biospheric . 138 -. 059 -. 084 Social -. 022 -. 324** -. 336** 
*= p<. 05 ** = p<. O1 
Egalitarian cultural worldviews were not found to be significantly correlated with any of 
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the car use attitudes in this study (see Table 17). The lack of relationship between 
egalitarianism and biospheric car use attitudes was not predicted. Perhaps this lack of 
relationship is due to the problems with reliability found for the egalitarian worldview 
measure (see Table 13). 
Hierarchy/fatalist worldviews were positively correlated with the egoistic scale and 
negatively with the social car use attitudes (r=. 295, p<. Ol; r=-. 324, p<. O1 respectively). 
People holding hierarchy/fatalism worldviews tended to focus on the benefits of car use, 
whilst rejecting the proposition that car use is damaging the social environment. The 
relationship between hierarchy/fatalist worldviews and car use attitudes is more anti- 
environmental than was expected to be found. A positive association with both anti- (i. e. 
egoistic) and pro-environmental (social and biospheric) car use attitudes was expected. 
Individualist cultural worldviews were associated with a positive view of the egoistic 
benefits (r = . 193, p<. 05) and a rejection of the social consequences of car use 
(r = -. 336, 
p<. 01). The relationship between individualism and anti-environmental attitudes was 
predicted. 
The Relationship between Environmental Worldviews and Car Use 
Attitudes 
The correlations between environmental worldviews and car use attitudes was examined 
(see Table 18). 
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Table 18 Correlations between environmental worldviews and car use attitudes 
Car Use Items Egalitarianism Hierarchy Fatalism/ 
Individualism 
Egoistic . 030 . 311** . 103 Biospheric 
. 327** . 372** -. 485** Social . 083 . 079 -. 357** ** = p<. O1 
Egalitarianism was positively associated with the biospheric attitude scale (r = . 327, 
p<. 01). The association between egalitarian worldviews and pro-environmental car use 
attitudes was predicted. 
Hierarchy was positively associated with both the biospheric (r = . 372, p<. 
O1) and 
egoistic (r = . 311, p<. O1) car use attitudes. This corresponds to the theoretical nature of 
this form of environmental worldview. There is an emphasis on making the most of the 
earth's natural resources but that this must not be done at the expense of the biosphere. 
Fatalism/Individualism was predominantly associated with opposition to attitudes that 
suggest car use has negative consequences for society (r = -. 357, p<. Ol) and particularly 
the biosphere (r = -. 485, p<. 01). The association of individualist worldviews with a 
rejection of pro-environmental car use attitudes was as predicted. 
The Relationship Between Economic Worldviews and Car Use Attitudes 
The relationship between economic worldviews and car use attitudes was assessed (see 
Table 19). 
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Table 19 Correlations between economic worldviews and car use attitudes 
Car Use 
Attitudes Egalitarianism Hierarchy Individualism Fatalism 
Egoistic -. 067 . 077 . 140 . 142 Biospheric . 274** . 330** -. 029 . 079 Social . 099 -. 084 -. 281** . 006 ** p<. 01 
People with egalitarian worldviews were more likely to hold biospheric attitudes (r = 
. 274, p<. 01). This 
is expected by cultural theory. People with hierarchy worldviews were 
also more likely to hold biospheric attitudes (r = . 330, p<. O1). The relationship 
between 
hierarchy worldviews and car use attitudes is therefore more pro-environmental than 
predicted by cultural theory. People with individualist economic worldviews were more 
likely to deny the problems of car use particularly the social consequences (r = -. 281, 
p<. 01). This was predicted by cultural theory. Finally, fatalist worldviews had no 
significant correlations with the car use scales as would be expected. 
Summary 
For egalitarian cultural worldviews there was not the predicted relationship with 
biospheric car use attitudes. This relationship between egalitarianism and biospheric 
attitudes was found for both environmental and economic worldviews, therefore the lack 
of relationship may be attributed to the low reliability of the egalitarian cultural 
worldview scale. 
Hierarchy worldviews were correlated with both pro- and anti-environmental car use 
attitudes. When employing cultural worldviews, hierarchy was associated with anti- 
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environmental car use attitudes. When employing economic worldviews, hierarchy was 
associated with pro-environmental car use attitudes. Environmental worldviews were 
associated with both pro- and anti-environmental car use attitudes. When examined 
individually, the relationship between cultural worldviews and car use attitudes, or the 
relationship between environmental worldviews and car use attitudes, may be interpreted 
as a problem. However, when examining the relationship between hierarchy worldviews 
and car use attitudes for cultural, environmental and economic domains as a whole the 
predicted relationships are found. 
The relationship between individualism and car use attitudes was probably the most 
consistent for all the worldview measures. Individualism was associated with anti- 
environmental car use attitudes (i. e. the rejection of social and biospheric attitudes). 
The relationship between fatalism and car use attitudes could not adequately be tested for 
cultural and environmental worldview because fatalism did not form an independent 
factor for these measures. However, fatalist economic worldviews were not significantly 
associated with any of the car use attitudes as might be expected. 
Relationship between Car Use Attitudes and Transport Behaviour 
The final stage of the cultural theory model of transportation examined in this study (see 
Figure 2, section 4.1.2) concerns the relationship between car use attitudes and transport 
behaviour. Car use attitudes, as with the previous stage of the model, consisted of 
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egoistic, social and biospheric attitudes. Transport behaviour was assessed for four 
activities: going shopping, taking children to school, going to work, and going to grocery 
shopping. It was predicted that pro-environmental car use attitudes (e. g. social and 
biospheric) would be associated with pro-environmental transport behaviour (e. g. taking 
public transport, car-pooling etc. ). Additionally, an anti-environmental car use attitude 
(i. e. egoistic) is expected to be associated with anti-environmental transport behaviour 
(e. g. using their own car). The relationship between car use attitudes and transport 
behaviour was assessed by computing correlations for each of the relationships to be 
assessed (see Table 20). 
Table 20 Correlations between car use attitudes and transport behaviour 
Transport 
Behaviour 
Egoistic Biospheric Social 
Shopping -. 271** -. 003 . 061 Work -. 244* . 
057 
. 090 
School -. 302 . 310 . 303 Grocery -. 252** . 004 . 090 Shopping 
* p<. 05 ** p<. 01 
The strongest relationship between car use attitudes and transport behaviour was found 
between anti-environmental attitudes and anti-environmental transport behaviour. For 
three of the four activities, egoistic car use attitudes were associated with anti- 
environmental transport behaviour. The highest correlation between egoistic attitudes and 
transport behaviour was for taking children to school. However, due to the relatively high 
mean age of the sample (45 years), only a small proportion of the sample had school age 
children. Therefore with greater statistical power this relationship probably would also 
have been statistically significant. 
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There were no statistically significant relationships between pro-environmental (social 
and biospheric) car use attitudes and pro-environmental transport behaviour. However, 
there were relatively high correlations for both biospheric (r = .3 10) and social (r = . 303) 
car use attitudes in relation to transport behaviour when taking children to school. 
Once more, the low sample size for participants taking their children to school probably 
under-represented the statistical significance of these relationship. 
4.4 DISCUSSION 
Cultural, environmental and economic worldview scales were developed and assessed for 
reliability and construct validity. The worldview scales were then used to examine 
proposals made by cultural theory. 
Reliability and Validity Analyses of Cultural, Environmental and Economic 
Worldview Scales 
New scales were developed for cultural, environmental and economic worldviews. These 
measures enable an investigation of the full comprehensiveness of worldviews proposed 
by cultural theory. There are no studies in the literature that comprehensively measure 
cultural theory worldviews. Cultural worldviews have received the most methodological 
development in the literature. The measure of cultural worldviews used in this study is a 
combination of three other cultural worldview measures (Dake, 1992; Marris, Langford 
& O'Riordan, 1998; Peters & Slovic, 1996). The environmental worldview measure 
developed in this study is the first complete multiple item measure of all four 
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environmental worldviews. Additionally, the economic worldview measure used in this 
study is the first measure of economic worldviews proposed by cultural theory. 
There were two stages to constructing the scales for cultural, environmental and 
economic worldview measures. Firstly, the standard approach to scale construction in 
cultural theory studies was used. Items were combined on the basis of the researcher's 
judgement to form four scales: egalitarianism, hierarchy, individualism and fatalism. 
Reliability analyses were then conducted for the four scales for each of the cultural, 
environmental and economic measures. Approximately half of the scales had alpha 
values below the conventional magnitude ((x = . 60). 
Therefore, principal components analyses were conducted on the worldview measures to 
assess construct validity and to eliminate redundant items from the analysis. 
Construct validity was found to be relatively high for cultural and environmental 
worldview measures, but relatively weak for the economic worldview measure 
(particularly for the individualist and hierarchist scales). Although most of the scales 
remained similar, the reduction of redundant items resulted in more reliable measures. 
Two modifications particularly increased the reliability scores for the cultural and 
environmental worldviews. The PCA suggested combining fatalist and hierarchist items 
to form one scale for the cultural worldview measure, this resulted in a highly reliable 
scale. Additionally, the PCA suggested combining fatalist and individualist items to form 
one scale for the environmental worldview measure, this also resulted in a highly reliable 
scale. 
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There are two possible explanations for the combination of fatalist worldviews with 
hierarchist and individualist worldviews. Firstly, there may be a methodological reason. 
According to this explanation, the loading of fatalist items onto the same factor as 
individualist and hierarchist items is due to poor measurement of the fatalist construct. 
A second explanation, is that there may be a theoretical reason for fatalist items loading 
onto individualist (for environmental worldviews) and hierarchist (for cultural 
worldviews) factors. According to this explanation, fatalist and hierarchist worldviews 
actually form one cultural worldview. Similarly, fatalist and individualist form one 
environmental worldview. 
Application of a Cultural Theory Model to Car Use Attitudes and Transport 
Behaviour 
The theoretical predictions of cultural theory were examined in relation to car use 
attitudes and transport behaviour (see section 4.1.2, Figure 2 for a summary of the 
predictions assessed in this study). 
Cultural theory predicts that there are four worldviews (hierarchy, egalitarianism, 
individualism and fatalism) for cultural, environmental and economic issues. The 
findings of this study suggest that the content of these four worldviews do generalise 
across cultural, environmental and economic issues. For example, egalitarian 
worldviews for cultural, environmental and economic issues are positively associated 
with one another. All the predicted relationships between cultural, environmental and 
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economic worldviews were found (therefore hypotheses 1 a-d were accepted). In addition, 
these findings replicated the empirical findings of Ellis and F. Thompson (1997) and 
Marris, Langford, and O'Riordan (1998). Ellis and F. Thompson and Marris, Langford, 
and O'Riordan found that cultural and environmental worldviews were correlated in the 
predicted direction. 
Additionally, the relationships between worldviews and car use attitudes also were 
supported in this study. People with egalitarian worldviews (with the exception of 
egalitarian cultural worldviews) tended to have pro-environmental car use 
attitudes. People with hierarchy worldviews (when cultural, environmental and economic 
worldviews were viewed as a whole) tended to hold both pro- and anti-environmental car 
use attitudes. Additionally, people with individualist worldviews tended to have anti- 
environmental car use attitudes (denying the biospheric and social consequences of car 
use, while focusing on the egoistic benefits). Finally, people with fatalist worldviews did 
not tend to have predictable car use attitudes. Therefore the second hypotheses are 
supported by the data. 
The relationships found in the literature between cultural theory worldviews and 
environmental attitudes are usually supportive of cultural theory and are therefore 
similar to the findings of this study (e. g. Dake & M. Thompson, 1993; Grendstad &Selle, 
1997). There are probably two major exceptions between the results of this present study 
and the results of previous cultural theory studies. 
Firstly, almost every cultural theory study has found that egalitarian cultural worldviews 
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are highly related to pro-environmental attitudes (e. g.; Dake & M. Thompson, 1993; Ellis 
& F. Thompson, 1997; Grendstad and Selle, 1997). The lack of relationship between 
egalitarian cultural worldviews and pro-environmental car use attitudes may be due to the 
low reliability of the egalitarian cultural worldview scale. The high level of error 
contained in the egalitarian measure may have attenuated the relationship. 
Secondly, since almost all of the cultural theory studies measure only cultural 
worldviews, the relationship between hierarchy worldviews and pro-environmental 
attitudes appears to be under-estimated in these studies. For example, Dake and 
M. Thompson (1993), and Grendstad and Selle (1997) found that hierarchy worldviews 
were associated with anti-environmental attitudes. From these studies one might conclude 
that people holding hierarchy worldviews are not at all associated with pro-environmental 
attitudes. However, it would appear, the more comprehensive investigation of 
worldviews conducted in this study is able to tap into the relationship between hierarchy 
worldviews for both pro- and anti-environmental attitudes. 
The final stage of the cultural theory model examined the relationship between car use 
attitudes and transport behaviour. There was a statistically significant relationship 
between anti-environmental (egoistic) car use attitudes and anti-environmental transport 
behaviour (therefore supporting hypothesis 5a). There were no statistically significant 
relationships between pro-environmental car use attitudes (biospheric and social 
attitudes) and pro-environmental transport behaviour (thus hypothesis 5b was not 
accepted). However, for both biospheric and social car use attitudes low statistical power 
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(due to small sample size for one of the transport behaviour measures) may have resulted 
in under-estimating the relationship between pro-environmental attitudes and one of the 
transport behaviour measures. 
4.4.1 Conclusions 
This is arguably the most comprehensive model of cultural theory examined to date. 
Dake and M. Thompson's (1993) study is probably the only other study to have examined 
the claims of cultural theory with a comparable level of comprehensiveness. Almost all 
the theoretical predictions of cultural theory examined in this study were supported by the 
data. Therefore this study provides good evidence for the efficacy of cultural theory. 
Although earlier studies provide suggestive evidence for the promise of cultural theory, 
only when the theory is examined comprehensively can statements about the efficacy of 
cultural theory be justified. 
For the full predictions of cultural theory to be examined adequate methodology must be 
developed. This study has begun the development of measures required to test a full 
model of cultural theory. Cultural, environmental and economic worldview measures 
were developed. These worldview measures were examined for reliability and construct 
validity. There is very little data in the literature on the construct validity of cultural, 
environmental and economic worldview measures. Two issues were raised in the 
principal components analyses of the woridview measures which require further 
investigation. 
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Firstly, although the construct validity for cultural and environmental worldview 
measures was relatively high, the fatalist items did not form an independent factor 
for both measures. Study 1 was unable to conclusively determine whether the lack of an 
independent fatalist factor was due to methodological (i. e. poor construct validity) or 
theoretical reasons. Study 2 will address this problem using a slightly different 
methodological strategy. 
Secondly, the construct validity of the economic worldview measure appeared to be 
rather low. Study 2 will further investigate the construct validity of this measure using a 
different methodological strategy so that comparisons can be made with the PCA 
findings. 
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BLANK IN ORIGINAL 
CHAPTER 5 
STUDY 2: A METHODOLOGICAL ANALYSIS OF 
CULTURAL THEORY WORLDVIEW SCALES 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
The main purpose of Study 2 is to further assess the construct validity of cultural, 
environmental and economic worldview measures. 
The findings of Study 1 suggested that some of the worldview scales might be lacking 
construct validity. Problems with the construct validity of the economic worldview 
measures were found. Only the fatalist scale had good construct validity. Most of the 
egalitarian items loaded onto the egalitarian scale, but one of the hierarchy items also 
loaded onto this factor. More problematic was the finding that only half of the 
individualist items loaded onto the individualist factor. Finally, an egalitarian and fatalist 
item loaded onto the hierarchy factor. So there were appeared to be a number of 
difficulties with this economic woridview measure. 
Furthermore, for both cultural and environmental worldview measures the fatalist scale 
did not form an independent factor. Peters and Slovic (1996) also found that fatalist 
cultural worldviews did not form an independent factor. The principal components 
analyses (PCA) of cultural and environmental worldview measures found that fatalist 
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items loaded onto hierarchist (for cultural worldviews) and individualist (for 
environmental worldviews) factors. 
Study I proposed two possible explanations for the inter-relatedness of fatalist 
worldviews with hierarchist and individualist worldviews found by the PCA. One 
explanation is that the fatalist scales for both cultural and environmental worldviews lack 
construct validity. Therefore, according to this explanation, the PCA results are due to 
methodological reasons. 
Another explanation is that fatalists form low status sub-groups within hierarchist and 
individualist groups. So according to this explanation, the combination of fatalist 
worldviews with individualist and hierarchist worldviews found by the PCA is due to 
theoretical reasons. 
One of the main purposes of Study 2 is to examine whether the findings of Study I was 
due to methodological or theoretical reasons. To distinguish between these 
methodological and theoretical explanations for the inter-relationship of fatalist 
worldviews with hierarchist and individualists worldviews requires a different 
methodological strategy from PCA. The sorting procedure will be used in Study 2. 
According to Canter, Brown and Groat (1985) understanding the categories people use 
and how they assign concepts to those categories is one of the central clues to the 
understanding of human behaviour. The sorting procedure is a flexible exploration of 
conceptual systems with an emphasis on understanding the individual's framework for 
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dealing with and making sense of the world. This involves working directly with 
individuals in their own terms, respecting their ability to formulate ways of thinking 
about the world and their experience of it. This is the benefit of the technique in contrast 
to the use of standard questionnaires where the researcher has formulated views on what 
the respondent will wish to comment on. 
Although PCA is a useful statistical technique for investigating whether variables form 
coherent factors, assumptions are required on participant's internal representations. In 
contrast, the sorting procedure requests participants to form their own categories (or 
factors) and to explain the underlying processes that these factors represent. Therefore the 
sorting procedure essentially produces similar data. However, participants directly form 
factors and interpret the content of these factors. 
Data from the sorting procedure on the construct validity of cultural, environmental and 
economic worldview measures can provide an interesting comparison with data from the 
principal components analyses conducted in Study 1. In Study 1, participants were 
requested to rate their agreement or disagreement with worldview items, thus producing 
data on participants worldviews. Study 2, rather than directly ask participants 
about their woridview, will request participants to indicate the theoretical content of each 
worldview regardless of whether they agree or disagree with the worldview. Study 2 
enables an investigation of whether participants can actually distinguish the theoretical 
content of the worldviews, even though their own worldview may be a combination of 
the different worldviews. 
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So the sorting procedure seems to be a good methodological strategy to distinguish 
between the methodological and theoretical explanations given for the combination of 
fatalist worldviews with hierarchist and individualist worldviews. If the fatalist 
worldview scales lack construct validity then participants would not be able to distinguish 
between fatalist and hierarchist or fatalist and individualist worldviews. Therefore, the 
methodological explanation would be supported. On the other hand, if the fatalist 
worldview scales have good construct validity, then participants would be able to 
distinguish fatalist worldviews from the other worldviews. Therefore, the theoretical 
explanation would be supported. 
In addition to assessing whether the interdependence of the fatalist worldview is due to 
methodological or theoretical reasons, the sorting procedure also provides a slightly 
different investigation of construct validity for the worldview measures which can be 
compared with the findings from the PCA. 
Almost all studies have measured individuals' worldviews using Dake's (1992) 
questionnaire, which makes the assumption that these items measure egalitarianism, 
hierarchy, individualism and fatalism. This methodological paradigm has also been 
questioned by proponents of cultural theory (e. g. Adams, 1995). 
To investigate if questionnaires such as Dake's and those used in the previous 
study are measuring what they assume to be measuring, a promising strategy seems to be 
to ask people directly. 
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So in the context of the present study, the sorting procedure allows participants to directly 
place their own conceptual framework on cultural theory measures, rather than leaving 
it to the experimenter to infer from questionnaires. For example, when using such 
questionnaires the assumption is that people are responding to the items as if they were 
agreeing or disagreeing with egalitarianism, hierarchy etc. depending on what the item 
is proposed to represent. However with the sorting procedure it can be determined how 
the individuals' themselves categorise these items. So people might be agreeing with a 
proposed fatalist item, but may categorise the item in a completely different manner to 
the investigator. The sorting procedure provides the opportunity to examine whether there 
are differences between cultural theorists' and lay people in categorizing these 
questionnaire items for cultural, environmental and economic worldview measures. 
To summarise, the main purpose of this study is to further investigate the construct 
validity of cultural, environmental and economic worldview measures developed in 
Chapter 4. The construct validity of the worldview measures will be assessed by a 
sorting procedure. Additionally, the data from a sorting procedure will be used to 
examine whether the interdependence of the fatalist worldviews with hierarchist and 
individualist worldviews found in Study I was due to methodological or theoretical 
reasons. Participants sort the items of the worldview measures into categories 
they perceive to be meaningful, and interpret the meaning of each of the categories. 
Therefore the following research questions were proposed: 
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1) Can participants sort cultural theory items into four categories consistent with 
egalitarian, hierarchist, individualist and fatalist worldviews? 
2) Can participants label the four categories with a description consistent with 
egalitarian, hierarchist, individualist and fatalist worldviews? 
5.2 METHOD 
Participants 
A total of 36 (16 Male and 20 Female) participants took part in the study. They had a 
mean age of 44 years. The sample consisted of Guildford residents who had volunteered 
to be part of the University of Surrey's psychology participant pool, and students from 
the University of Surrey (none were psychology students to ensure they had no 
knowledge of cultural theory). 
Design 
Sorting tasks were conducted for the cultural, environmental and economic worldview 
scales. Participants were randomly allocated to one of cultural, environmental or 
economic worldview tasks, whilst ensuring an equal number in each. 
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Cultural Worldviews 
The cultural worldview measure consisted of 20 cards with statements typed on to them. 
Each of these statements were from Dake's (1992) cultural worldview measure. The cards 
were numbered randomly from 1-20, with the assigned number placed on the top 
right hand corner of the card. 
Dake's (1992) measure was used because that is the standard measure in the literature. 
Although a modified cultural worldview measure was used in Chapter 4, the modified 
measure had a similar level of reliability and validity. Therefore Dake's measure was 
employed because of greater use in the literature. 
Environmental Worldviews 
The environmental worldview measure consisted of 16 statements typed onto cards. All 
of these statements were taken from the environmental worldview measure used in 
Chapter 4. The cards were numbered randomly from 1-16, with the assigned number 
placed on the top right hand corner of each card. 
Economic Worldviews 
The economic woridview measure consisted of 16 statements typed onto cards. All of 
these statements were taken from the economic worldview measure used in Chapter 4. 
The cards were numbered randomly from 1-16, with the assigned number placed on the 
top right hand corner of each card. 
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Procedure 
Participants were asked to sort cards into 4 categories (or groups) of their own devising 
'in such a way that all the cards in any group are similar to each other in some important 
way and different from those in other groups'. After completing the sorting task 
participants were then requested to complete a table 'placing the numbers of the cards 
(found on the top right hand corner of each card) in the appropriate group according to 
which one [they] assigned them to'. The table had four columns (labelled group 1, group 
2, group 3, and group 4) and four (for environmental and economic worldview tasks) or 
five (for cultural worldview task) rows (see Table 21). 
Table 21 The table used in each of the sorting tasks to record participants card sorting 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 
Finally, participants were asked the basis for how they sorted the cards: 'I would also like 
you to tell me the reasons for your sorting and what it is the cards in each group have in 
common'. Participants were asked to: 'note the distinguishing feature of each group with a 
name or sentence'. 
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5.3 RESULTS 
A multi-dimensional scaling (MDS) analysis was conducted on participants card sorting 
for the cultural, environmental and economic worldview tasks. MDS tries to arrange 
points representing cases in an N-dimensional space so that the distances between pairs 
of points in the space have the strongest possible relationship to similarities among pairs 
of objects. Therefore it would be expected that items representing the same worldview 
scale would be close to one another in space. The general rule of thumb for sample size in 
such analyses is to have four times the dimensionality of the plot. The maximum number 
of dimensions used in this study was two, therefore 12 participants in each task provided 
an adequate sample size. 
In addition to sorting the cards into four groups, participants were also asked to provide 
category labels (i. e. the distinguishing features of each category) for the four groups. The 
content of the category labels were compared with the four cultural theory worldviews: 
egalitarianism, hierarchy, individualism and fatalism. 
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5.3.1 Item Sorting of Cultural, Env'iroiujell lal and Economic W'orldvicw Measures 
Carl sorting of the items for each of tlhc cultural, cnviroimmcntal and cconoiuic NVOI-Idlvicw 
nncasures was assessed using multi-dinmcnsional scaling. 
5.3.1.1 A, 11)S Analysis of Cultural W'or"lklvvicw 'I'nslc 
Figure 3 illustrates the results olau MDS analysis conducted on the participants soilim,, 
of cultural worldview itcuis. 
Fiore 3 MDS plot for the cultural worklvicw task 
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0 to 1, values close to I are considered to indicate a good lit. 
The fit statistics appear to indicate that the MDS for the cultural worldvicw task was a 
relatively good fit (Stress =. 15; RSQ =. 88). The stress value was at the conventional 
level and a moderately high proportion of the variance was accounted for. Although the 
fit statistics suggest the data is moderately well accounted for, it is important to examine 
wlicthcr the itcros have been sorted into a pattern consistent with 
how the constructor of 
the scale would have iutcndcd them, so that construct validity can be asscsscd. Generally, 
the itcros were sorted consistently with the cultural worklvicw mcasurc. Fatalist items 
were perhaps the most closcly rclated. Most of the individualist itcros also OCCUpicd a 
similar space on the plot. I Iowcver, while cgalitaFian and hierarchy ilcros were to some 
extent independent of one another, some egalitarian items appeared to be related to the 
hierarchy items (i. c. cgal 2 and egal 5, sec Figure 1). 
5.3.1.2 MDS Analysis of Environmental W'orklvicw 'T'ask 
An MDS analysis was conducted on the card sorting behaviour exhibited by participants 
in the environmental worldvicw task (sec Figure 4). 
Figure 4 MDS plot for tl, c cn""irouuicntal worldvicw task 
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The lit statistics indicated a good fit since thcrc was a low stress value (S= . 
079) and an 
RSQ value closc to one (RSQ =. 972). The construct validity of this nicasurc appcars to 
be strong. All fatalist items occupy a similar space in the plot, this is also the case for 
individualist, egalitarian and hierarchy items. Therefore the environmental worldvicw 
ilcros have bccn sorted into the four worldvicws proposed in the scale. This suggests the 
cnvironmcntaI worldvicw nicasurc has strong construct validity. 
5.3.1.3 MUS Analysis of hic Economic `Vorldvicw'l'ask 
An MDS was also conducted on participants card sorting for the cconomic 
worldvicw task. 
Figure 5 MDS plot for the economic woridvicw task 
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The {il statistics for the MDS of the cconomic worlah'icw task arc of a similar magnitude 
. is (lie cultural and environmental worldvicw tasks (stress value = . 13; RSQ = . 92). 
'I'licrcti)rc there appeared to he a good fit. Ilowcvcr, in terms of interpretability, the plot is 
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a lot less consistent with what would be expected of the scale (see Figure 5), this 
suggests the measure has weak construct validity. The individualist items tended to 
be close to one another in space. However the fatalist, hierarchy and egalitarian items 
were scattered in no apparent pattern. 
5.3.2 Category Labels 
After participants had sorted the items into four categories they were asked to provide a 
summary statement on the contents of each category (i. e. a category label). Category 
labels were assessed for the cultural, environmental and economic worldview tasks. 
5.3.2.1 Cultural Worldview Task 
A total of 10/12 participants provided category labels consistent with egalitarian 
worldviews, 9/12 consistent with hierarchist worldviews, 9/12 consistent with 
individualist worldviews, and 11/12 consistent with fatalist worldviews. So it would 
appear individualist, fatalist, hierarchy and egalitarian worldviews can be identified at a 
high level of frequency without any prompting outside of the items. The category labels 
provided by participants for the egalitarian, hierarchist, individualist, and fatalist 
worldviews are discussed below. Table 22 lists the category labels considered 
consistent with egalitarian cultural worldviews. 
The main emphasis of category labels of the egalitarian worldview was the search for 
equality in society (items v and vi). These statements all provide a good summary 
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of the egalitarian worldview. A total of 10/12 participants provided category labels 
consistent with egalitarian worldviews (see Table 22). 
Table 22 Category labels consistent with egalitarian cultural worldviews 
i) 'Authority often abuse their position and do not deliver promises' 
ii) 'More support for people - caring for people' 
iii) 'Make sure have a better standard of living' 
iv) 'Environmental views' 
v)'Government efforts to ensure equality' 
vi) 'The government should work towards an equal society' 
vii) "'Cooperative"; those with more ability/wealth should help those with less' 
viii) 'Aspects of the distribution of rewards (and responsibilities) by society' 
ix) 'To have a more compassionate way of life' 
x) 'Statements on how society as a whole can achieve equality 
The category labels for hierarchy worldviews are listed in Table 23. Most participants 
concentrated their assessment of hierarchy in terms of the need for discipline (e. g. items ii 
and iii). This is one of the major aspects of the hierarchy woridview. Empirical studies 
have shown hierarchy is most associated with a fear of social deviance (e. g. Dake, 1991; 
Wildavsky & Dake, 1990). A total of 9 out 12 participants provided a category label 
consistent with hierarchy worldviews. 
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Table 23 Category labels consistent with hierarchy cultural worldviews 
i) 'Improve penalty for criminal acts' 
ii)'Discipline for country' 
iii) 'Disciplinary views' 
iv)'Discipline and control' 
v) 'Personal responsibility and respect for others needed' 
vi) 'Moral standards/right or wrong' 
vii) Need to control, fear of lack of law and order' 
viii) 'Crime and punishment' 
ix)'To encourage more discipline' 
Table 24 lists the category labels provided by participants for the individualist 
worldviews. Although these labels certainly differ, it would appear these are merely 
different ways of expressing the concept of individualism. All the above statements 
provide quite a good summary of the term individualism whilst also placing it within the 
cultural context of the task. The major theme identified by participants was the focus on 
benefits of hard work (item i and ii). 
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Table 24 Category labels considered consistent with individualist cultural 
worldviews 
i) 'Hard work should be rewarded' 
ii) 'Reward for how you work' 
iii) 'Capitalistic views' 
iv) 'Statements about allowing individuals to prosper' 
v) 'Encouragement of personal achievement' 
vi) 'Wealth and prosperity' 
vii)'Survival of the fittest; those with ability/wealth have power' 
viii) 'Encouraging people to work harder' 
ix) 'Attitudes of superiority: how one might rise above another in society' 
The fatalist worldviews are the most distinctive of the four worldviews, with 11/12 
participants correctly identifying this group (see Table 25). The category labels focused 
on the negative and cynical aspects of fatalism (e. g. items iii and iv). 
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Table 25 Category labels consistent with fatalist cultural worldviews 
i) 'Mistrust authority 
ii)'Don't get any help in society' 
iii) 'Negative about life' 
iv) 'Pessimistic views' 
v)'Might improve life/might not' 
vi) Negative statements about society and others' 
vii) Negative - Depressed? Concerned with self 
viii) "'Victim"; little/or no control over their lives' 
ix) 'Believes that society is antagonistic to one' 
x)'People who are full of self pity' 
xi) 'cynicism: nothing we do will change anything' 
5.3.2.2 Environmental Worldviews 
A total of 10 out of 12 participants were able to provide category labels for all 4 
worldviews consistent with cultural theory. 
Category labels for the egalitarian worldview focus on the respect held for the 
environment (e. g. items i and iii), and the need to protect the environment because of its 
fragility (e. g. vi and x). These are important aspects of an egalitarian worldview (see 
Table 26). 
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Table 26 Category labels consistent with egalitarian environmental worldviews 
i) 'Treat the environment with respect' 
ii) 'Protection and conservation' 
iii) 'The environment should be respected and, thus, protected' 
iv) 'Statements about nature and humans needing to respect it' 
v)'Humans should be careful with nature' 
vi) 'The environment is all important and humans shouldn't do anything to affect it' 
vii) 'Environmentalism' 
viii) Nature' 
ix) 'Humans must adapt to the environment' 
x) 'Delicacy of the environment' 
Table 27 indicates the majority of category labels for the hierarchy worldview focus on 
regulating the environment (e. g. items ii and iv). This reflects the top-down nature of this 
worldview and emphasis on management strategies. Additionally, participants tend to 
consider this worldview as being supportive of environmental intervention but 
distinguished from the more extreme environmental views of egalitarians (items vi and 
vii). This is again what one would expect, since hierarchy environmental worldviews are 
concerned with balancing economic development and environmental protection. 
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Table 27 Category labels consistent with hierarchy environmental worldviews 
i) 'Government should regulate research' 
ii) Information and regulation 
iii) 'Environmental problems will be resolved by higher powers' 
iv) 'Legislation and requirements needed to protect nature' 
v)'Authorities taking environmental action' 
vi) 'The environment is important and shouldn't be ignored' 
[NB this is considered a middle response because the same participant used a similar title 
for egalitarianism but rather said 'the environment is all important'] 
vii) 'Concerned about environmental issues' [NB. Again this is considered a middle 
response because the same participant used the title 'environmentalism' for 
egalitarianism] 
viii) 'Direction' 
ix) 'Some agency should take action, individuals not responsible' 
x)'Environmental problems need to be regulated' 
Table 28 shows that there are three main themes that emerge from the category labels of 
the individualist worldview. A number of people note that this worldview is very much 
human-centred (items ii and iv). There also seems to be a slight suggestion that 
nature is benign, man can change the environment without disastrous consequences 
(items iii and ix). Something that follows on from such a view, that a few pointed out, 
was the confidence in technology to solve environmental problems (items i and vi). 
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Table 28 Category labels consistent with individualist environmental worldviews 
i) 'Technology will conquer all problems' 
ii) 'Human progress and optimism' 
iii) 'The environment can be changed for the benefit of everyone' 
iv) 'Humans are more important than nature' 
v)'Human view - man can do what it likes and everything will be ok' 
vi) 'Technocratic view' 
vii) 'Humans' [NB. The participant used one word answers for each category, in this 
context it appears they are referring to humans as the focus rather than nature] 
viii) 'Hopeful approach - all will be well' 
ix) 'Man can change the environment' 
Table 29 shows that the main emphasis of category labels for the fatalist worldviews 
concern a combination of cynicism (items i and vi) and pessimism (items vii). 
Table 29 Category labels consistent with fatalist environmental worldviews 
i) 'Apathy rules ok ' 
ii)'Lack of personal influence and pessimism' 
iii) 'The environment works independently of people' 
iv) No reason to help environment' 
v) 'Pointless trying to affect nature' 
vi) 'Cynical views - environment doesn't matter' 
vii)'Pessimism' 
viii) Nihilism' 
ix) Negative approach - do nothing' 
x) 'Environment cannot be changed' 
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5.3.2.3 Economic Worldviews 
All 12 participants provided a category label consistent with the egalitarian worldview 
(however one person split the egalitarian category into two different groups). All 
participants also identified categories consistent with hierarchist worldviews, 11/12 
participants identified a category consistent with fatalism. Finally, 10/12 participants 
identified a category consistent with individualism. 
All 12 participants provided category labels consistent with egalitarian economic 
worldviews (see Table 30). Most of the participants focused on the call for equality 
between the Western World and the Third World as probably the major element of the 
egalitarian worldview (items i and vi). 
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Table 30 Category labels consistent with egalitarian economic worldviews 
i) 'Third World countries deserve to be helped by us all' 
ii) 'Rights and equality 
iii) 'Freedom Fighter' 
iv)'We all have the same right to life, and we should be willing to share to achieve them 
for everybody' 
v)'Love, caring, sharing' 
vi) 'The west has too much of the world's income so the third world suffers' 
vii) 'Equality for all' 
viii)'We all live in one world' 
ix) One participant split the egalitarian worldview into two categories: 
a) 'Positive about benefits of sharing and equality of resources' 
b) Negative implications of western greed v 3`d World culture 
x)'Fairness versus conspiracy' 
xi) 'Pro third world opinions' 
xii) 'Negative thoughts i. e. improving standards of P World' 
All 12 participants provided a category label consistent with hierarchy economic 
worldviews. The majority of participants suggested that the hierarchy worldview is about 
the Western World regulating the Third World (see Table 31). Some saw this in positive 
terms (e. g. items iii and ix), whilst others identified a more selfish side to this call for 
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regulation (e. g. items vii and viii). Both these assessments are true of the hierarchy 
worldview and summed up well by the balanced statement that people should make the 
most of what they have but also think of others (item vii). 
Table 31 Category labels consistent with hierarchy economic worldviews 
i) 'A selfish outlook of westerners towards third world countries' 
ii) 'Western involvement/investment' 
iii) 'Third World needs help from other countries' 
iv) 'Development needs regulating' 
v)'Analysis and control' 
vi) 'The west putting itself before third world countries' 
vii) 'Make the most of what you have but think of others too' 
viii) 'The Western World should call all the shots' 
ix) 'Positive aspects of regulation and aid' 
x) 'Regulation' 
xi)'Concern over the whole world and the third world only to the extent that it impacts on 
lip 
xii) 'Management of 3rd World by Western World' 
There seems to be a strong emphasis on the selfishness of the individualist economic 
worldview (e. g. items i and iii). But this is viewed less harshly by some participants who 
emphasised the rewards of hard work as part of this worldview (items iv and vi). In total, 
10 out 12 participants provided category labels consistent with individualist worldviews 
(see Table 32). 
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Table 32 Category labels consistent with individualist economic worldviews 
i) 'Selfish outlook that if you are priviliged you should benefit over the underpriviliged' 
ii) 'Standards of living' 
iii)'Selfish' 
iv) 'Western countries deserve to keep what they've got' 
v) 'West is best and you get what you deserve' 
vi) 'Environmental implications would prevent economic growth' 
vii) 'Let's keep what we have' 
viii)'I'm all right Jack! ' 
ix) 'Concerned only about prosperous countries' 
x) 'Biased towards the western world 
Participants tended to summarize fatalist economic worldviews negatively 
(item v and viii) and in terms of cynicism (items i and vi). This appears to be an accurate 
depiction of the fatalist economic worldview in relation to the Third World. In total 11/12 
participants provided category labels consistent with fatalist economic worldviews (see 
Table 33). 
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Table 33 Category labels consistent with fatalist economic worldviews 
i) Not worth giving money to help 3`° world countries' 
ii)'Will economic development be better for the country? ' 
iii) 'Sitting on the fence - don't know whether help will work' 
iv) 'We don't know if development will make things better' 
v) 'Negativity' 
vi)'The west is spending too much time questioning how helping the third world will 
work' 
vii) 'Lets leave them to get on as best they can' 
viii) Negative connotations of ultimate benefits' 
ix) 'Excuses' 
x) 'Detached opinion - non involvement' 
xi) 'Hope tempered by doubt' 
5.4 DISCUSSION 
This study employed a sorting procedure to examine the construct validity of cultural, 
environmental and economic worldview measures. Each sorting task contained cards 
with the items of the worldview measure (cultural, environmental or economic) typed 
onto them. Participants were asked to sort the cards into four groups. Additionally, 
participants provided category labels to describe each of the four groups they had 
sorted the cards into. These results are discussed below. 
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The findings from the item sorting, on the whole, were promising. Data from the cultural 
worldview task suggested that participants card sorting was generally consistent with the 
proposed worldview scales. However some hierarchy and egalitarian items appeared to 
be related. In the environmental worldview task all cards were sorted according to their 
predicted worldview, suggesting this measure had a high level of construct validity. The 
economic worldview measure appeared to have the lowest level of construct validity. The 
individualist items all formed the same category, but egalitarian, hierarchy and fatalist 
items appeared to be sorted in a random manner. 
Therefore there are mixed responses to the first research question. Data from the 
environmental worldview task show that all of the items were sorted into the four 
predicted worldview categories. Results from the cultural worldview task indicate the 
items were generally sorted, with some exceptions, according to the cultural theory 
worldviews. Finally, it appears participants did not consistently sort items into categories 
corresponding to the cultural theory worldviews for the economic task. 
These findings on the construct validity of cultural, environmental and economic 
worldview measures were similar to the findings on construct validity in Study 1 (see 
Chapter 4, section 4.3.1.2). The principal components analysis of the economic 
worldview also indicated problems with a number of the scales (particularly individualist 
and hierarchist worldviews). The principal components analyses for the cultural and 
environmental worldview measures found that these measures were generally of a high 
level of construct validity. 
132 
A problem for cultural and environmental worldviews identified by the PCA in Study 1, 
and also by Peters & Slovic (1996), was the lack of an independent fatalist factor. For the 
cultural worldview measure, fatalist worldviews combined with hierarchist worldviews to 
form one factor. While, the fatalist worldview combined with individualist worldviews to 
form one factor for the environmental worldview measure. In Study 1, two possible 
explanations were given for the lack of an independent fatalist worldview scale. Firstly, 
that the fatalist scales were not distinctive enough to distinguish with hierarchist and 
individualist worldviews (i. e. the fatalist scale was of poor construct validity). Secondly, 
an alternative explanation was that fatalist scales combined with hierarchist (for cultural 
worldviews) and individualist (for environmental worldviews) scales because hierarchy 
and fatalism form one cultural worldview, and individualist and fatalism form one 
environmental worldview. 
The use of a sorting procedure in Study 2 provides the data to distinguish between these 
two explanations. The MDS analyses conducted on the cultural and environmental 
worldview sorting tasks suggested that the fatalist scales were of high construct validity. 
Therefore, it appears that the interdependence of fatalist worldviews with individualist 
and hierarchist worldviews was due to theoretical reasons (i. e. fatalism forms one cultural 
woridview with hierarchy and one environmental worldview with individualism) rather 
than methodological reasons (i. e. fatalist scales are of poor construct validity). 
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The next stage of the analysis was to examine the category labels provided by 
participants. The majority of participants were able to identify the four cultural theory 
worldviews (egalitarianism, hierarchy, individualism, and fatalism) in all three tasks 
(cultural, environmental and economic). For example, 10 out of 12 participants provided 
category labels consistent with environmental worldviews for fatalist, egalitarian, 
individualist and hierarchy scales. The lowest proportion of category labels consistent 
with worldview measures was 9 out of 12 (e. g. for hierarchy and egalitarian cultural 
worldview scales), which is still quite a high proportion. For some scales (e. g. hierarchy 
economic worldviews) all 12 participants provided a category label consistent with that 
scale. 
Therefore the response to the second research question is positive, participants can 
provide category labels consistent with cultural theory worldviews. This is good support 
for the construct validity of the cultural, environmental and economic worldview 
measures. It appears that people are able to identify and understand the constructs that are 
measured in the cultural, environmental and economic worldviews scales. 
The category labels provided by participants were more supportive of the construct 
validity of the worldview measures than was participants card sorting. A high proportion 
of participants provided category labels consistent with the proposed scales for cultural, 
environmental and economic worldview measures. The largest contrast was for the 
economic worldviews. Although there appeared to be no apparent pattern to the card 
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sorting for the economic worldview task, almost all participants were able to identify four 
categories consistent with cultural theory's economic worldviews. This suggests that, in 
general terms, participants are able to perceive the four economic worldviews provided in 
this measure. However, modifications need to be made to specific items to increase 
construct validity of the economic worldview measure. 
The major contribution of this study is to further investigate the construct validity of the 
cultural, environmental and economic worldview measures. Additionally, the sorting 
procedure used in this study did not require assumptions about cultural theory, 
or the cultural theory measures, since participants themselves made the decisions on what 
items formed what categories. Therefore this is a useful contribution to what is, at 
present, a limited literature on examining the construct validity of cultural theory 
worldview measures. The data suggests there should be optimism about the construct 
validity of the environmental and cultural worldview measures. However more work is 
required of the economic worldview measure. 
Studies I and 2 have assessed the construct validity of multiple item continuous measures 
of cultural, environmental and economic worldviews. However, categorical worldview 
measures have not yet been assessed in this thesis. Therefore a categorical worldview 
measure will be proposed in Study 3. 
Moreover, it has been argued in Chapter 3 that there is no established measure of 
grid/group in the cultural theory literature. This thesis has yet to develop grid/group 
measures, therefore new grid/group measures will be proposed and assessed in Study 3. 
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BLANK IN ORIGINAL 
CHAPTER 6 
STUDY 3: THE FURTHER TESTING OF A CULTURAL THEORY 
MODEL APPLIED TO ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
This study has two main purposes. Firstly, to develop a categorical measure of 
environmental worldview and to develop measures of grid/group environments. 
Secondly, to further examine the theoretical predictions of cultural theory. 
6.1.1 Methodological Development 
Developing Grid/Group Measures and Assessing Concurrent Validity 
There is an extensive theoretical framework for investigating grid/group environments 
(e. g. Douglas, 1982). However, there does not appear to be, or at least in publication 
(Dake & M. Thompson, 1993 measured households in terms of cultural theory but did not 
give enough details of their methods) an acceptable quantitative measure of grid/group 
environments (see Chapter 3, section 3.2.1 for a more detailed review). Gross and Rayner 
(1985) proposed a measure to be employed predominantly in conjunction with participant 
observation. Although extensive detail was taken in developing this measure, a rather 
laborious method of categorisation was proposed. Gross and Rayner's measure has not 
been a widely used method for measuring grid/group environments. Hampton (1982) 
made an interesting quantitative attempt, however there were problems with the group 
variable. Hampton tested his grid/group measure on two separate samples, on both 
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occasions a factor analysis extracted the grid dimension. However, the group dimension 
was not extracted by the factor analysis for either of the samples. 
A new grid/group measure appears to be required, there are two main issues to address 
when developing the grid/group measure (see Chapter 3, section 3.2.1 for more details). 
Firstly, whether the grid/group measure should be continuous or categorical. Secondly, 
what social environments to measure. Originally, grid-group environments were based on 
dimensional variables (Douglas, 1982). However, M. Thompson and Ellis (1997) argue 
grid/group should be examined by categorical measures. Therefore it would seem the 
safest option in this early stage of development is to use both categorical and continuous 
grid/group measures. 
The second issue again raised by M. Thompson and Ellis (1997) concerning grid/group 
measures is what M. Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsky (1990) termed the'multiple self. 
M. Thompson et al. (M. Thompson & Ellis, 1997; M. Thompson, Ellis & Wildavsky, 
1990) argue people might occupy different grid/group environments in different contexts. 
Therefore this study sought to measure three different aspects of an individual's social 
environment. In common with other cultural theory measures of the social environment, 
grid/group measures were developed to classify participants households (see Dake & M. 
Thompson, 1993), and their work environments (see Hampton, 1982; Mars, 1994). In 
addition, a third measure was developed for another domain of the social environment - 
which has not received as much attention - leisure. It is often noted how leisure is such a 
significant aspect of modern life (e. g. Burns, 1973) therefore this is also included as a 
measure of a participant's social environment. 
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It is important to assess the validity of these measures. The concurrent validity of the 
household, leisure and work grid/group measures was assessed. Concurrent validity is 
examined by comparing a individual's responses for a measure with their responses to a 
comparable measure (Coolican, 1990). Responses to the categorical grid/group measure 
will be compared with responses to the continuous grid/group measure. 
It is expected that participants from grid/group environments with high group cohesion 
(high group/high grid and high group/low grid) rate their environment as more cohesive 
and having smaller sized groups than participants from environments with 
low group cohesion (low group/low grid, and low group/high grid). Additionally, it is 
expected that participants from grid/group environments with a high level of rules and 
formality (high group/high grid and low group/high grid) rate their environment as 
having more rules and formality than participants from grid/group environments with a 
low level of rules and formality. Therefore the first hypothesis is: 
1 a) Participants from high group/high grid and high group/ low grid environments have 
smaller sized groups and rate their environments as more cohesive than participants from 
low group/low grid and low group/high grid environments 
I b) Participants from high group/high grid and low group/high grid environments rate 
their environments as having more rules and formality than participants from low 
group/low grid and high group/low grid 
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Developing a Categorical Environmental Worldview Measure and Assessing the 
Concurrent Validity 
Steg and Sievers (2000) was one of the few studies to use a categorical worldview 
measure, which was used to measure environmental worldviews. However, Steg and 
Sievers only used single items for each worldview. Increasing the number of items is 
expected to increase the validity of the measure, therefore in this study a multiple item 
measure will be used. Only an environmental worldview measure will be constructed for 
parsimony considerations. A number of variables were examined in this study, therefore 
including cultural and economic categorical worldview measures may result in problems 
with attention or boredom effects. 
The concurrent validity of the categorical worldview measure was also examined by 
assessing the relationship between the categorical environmental worldview and a 
continuous cultural worldview measure. Differences in agreement with cultural 
worldviews (individualist, fatalist, egalitarian and hierarchy) between people with 
egalitarian, individualist, hierarchist and fatalist environmental worldviews was assessed. 
For example, it is expected that respondents holding egalitarian environmental 
worldviews agree more with egalitarian cultural worldviews than respondents holding 
individualist, hierarchist and fatalist environmental worldviews. Therefore the second 
hypothesis is: 
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2a) Participants holding egalitarian environmental worldviews agree more with 
egalitarian cultural worldviews than participants holding individualist, hierarchy and 
fatalist environmental worldviews 
2b) Participants holding individualist environmental worldviews agree more with 
individualist cultural worldviews than participants holding egalitarian, hierarchist and 
fatalist environmental worldviews 
2c) Participants holding hierarchist environmental worldviews agree more with 
hierarchist cultural worldviews than participants holding individualist, egalitarian and 
fatalist environmental worldviews 
2d) Participants holding fatalist environmental worldviews agree more with fatalist 
cultural worldviews than participants holding individualist, egalitarian and hierarchist 
environmental worldviews 
6.1.2 Testing Theoretical Predictions of Cultural Theory 
In Chapter 4, car use attitudes and transport behaviour were examined. It would probably 
be helpful to examine in this study whether there are different effects of the cultural 
theory variables in different environmental situations. It was thought that constructing 
environmental scenarios would be the most efficient way of examining risk perception 
and decision-making for a sufficiently diverse range of environmental issues. One of the 
scenarios (pedestrianisation of a local town centre) was related to transportation to allow 
some correspondence with Chapter 4. Two other environmental issues were also chosen. 
Waste incineration seemed a particularly salient issue for residents of the area sampled 
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(i. e. Guildford) since a waste incineration site has been proposed in this area. Such a 
scenario was thought to provide a good comparison with other environmental issues that 
did not have as immediate salience for the participants. The other environmental issue to 
be considered was nuclear power since there has been a lot of work conducted on this 
issue (e. g. Peters & Slovic, 1994; Rayner & Cantor, 1987) and therefore provides a good 
basis for comparison with the literature. Figure 1 provides a summary of the predictions 
of cultural theory tested in this study. Each stage of the model will be discussed in a little 
more detail below. 
Figure 6 Hypothesised relationships between grid/group, worldviews, risk 
perception and decision-making 
Grid/Group Worldview Risk/Benefit perception Decision-making 
High 
group/ 
High grid E 
High 
Risk (flue, 
waste)! Oppose 
High Low Benefit 
group/ H (ped) 
Low grid 
Low Low 
group/ I 
Risk (nuc, 
Low grid waste)/ 
High 
Benefit 
(ped) Support 
Low 
group/ F 
High grid 
H= hierarchy E= egalitarianism I= individualism F= fatalism nuc = nuclear power 
scenario waste = waste incinerator scenario ped = pedestrianising town centre scenario 
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Grid/Group and Worldview 
Cultural theory states that there are four types of grid/group environment (Douglas, 
1982). These four grid/group environments are: high group/high grid, high group/low 
grid, low group/high grid, low group/low grid (for more details on grid/group, see 
Chapter 2, section 2.1). 
Additionally, cultural theory predicts that the grid/group environment that a person 
interacts is associated with their worldview. The predicted associations are stated in the 
third hypotheses: 
3a) High group/low grid environments are associated with egalitarian worldviews 
b) High group/high grid environments are associated with hierarchy worldviews 
c) Low group/high grid environments are associated with fatalist worldviews 
d) Low group/low grid environments are associated with individualist worldviews 
Worldview and RisklBenefit Perception 
The next aspect of the study, following on from the previous section, is to see how 
worldview and risk perception are related with one another. The theoretical and empirical 
relationships between risk perception and worldview have been reviewed in Chapters 2 
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and 3. The fourth hypotheses for the relationship between worldview and risk perception 
are: 
4a) Egalitarianism is associated with a high perception of risk for waste incineration and 
nuclear power, and a high perception of benefit for pedestrianisation 
4b) Hierarchy is associated with a medium perception of risk for waste incineration and 
nuclear power, and a medium perception of benefit for pedestrianisation 
4c) Individualism is associated with a low perception of risk for waste incineration and 
nuclear power, and a low perception of benefit for pedestrianisination 
There are no predictions for the relationship between fatalist worldview and risk 
perception. Fatalist worldviews tend to be related to risk perception in an unpredictable 
manner (e. g. M. Thompson & Rayner, 1998). 
Risk/Benefit Perception and Decision-making 
A number of studies have examined the relationship between risk perception and 
decision-making (e. g. Lofstedt, 1993). There tends to be a relationship between these two 
variables. The following predictions were representative of most studies: 
Hypothesis 5a) High risk perception for waste incineration and nuclear power is 
associated with opposition for waste incineration and nuclear power 
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5b) Low risk perception for waste incineration and nuclear power is associated with 
support for waste incineration and nuclear power 
5c) High benefit perception for pedestrianisation is associated with support for 
pedestrianisation 
5d) Low benefit perception for pedestrianisation is associated with opposition for 
pedestrianisation 
6.2 METHOD 
Participants 
Seven hundred and forty-eight questionnaires were sent to residents in Guildford. A 
total of 105 (53 female and 52 male) participants replied, resulting in a response rate of 
14%, much lower than in Chapter 4 (response rate = 33%). This low response rate may 
have something to do with unfortunate timing, the questionnaires were sent out at a 
similar date to the national census. One participant actually contacted us to point out the 
inconvenience. Additionally, the questionnaire was rather long and challenging, therefore 
this may have discouraged many from participating. 
Participants tended to be middle aged (mean age = 50), and relatively well educated 
(mean level of education up to HND level). 
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Design 
To control for the size of the questionnaire and attention effects only two of the three 
scenarios assessed in this study were included in each questionnaire. Due to the salience 
of the incinerator scenario for participants, each combination contained the incinerator 
scenario and either the nuclear power or pedestrianisation scenario. To control for order 
effects for the grid/group and scenario sections of the questionnaire these categories were 
counterbalanced. In total 12 different orderings of the questionnaire were employed. 
Questionnaire 
The questionnaire contained a number of measures of cultural theory constructs 
including grid/group, cultural worldviews and environmental worldviews. Additionally 
risk perception and decision-making were also measured for waste incineration, nuclear 
power and pedestrianisation. 
Categorical Grid/Group Measure 
Three categorical measure of grid/group were developed. Participants were provided with 
a description of four groups based on the high group/high grid, high group/low grid, low 
group/low grid, and low group/high grid environments. Participants were asked to 
indicate which group most closely corresponds to the group they spend most time with in 
their household, leisure and work environments. In each case two items described the 
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strength of the group (i. e. the level of group cohesion) variable and two items described 
the grid (i. e. the level of rules and regulations within the group) variable. Table 34 
provides an example from the categorical grid/group measures for the household 
environment (see Appendix, section 5.1, for the work and leisure categorical grid/group 
measures). 
Table 34 The categorical grid/group measure for the household social environment 
Group 1Q Group 2Q 
" Members of the household work together " Members of the household do not work 
closely together closely 
" Members of the household depend on each " Members of the household do not depend on 
other for completing chores each other for completing chores 
" There are many household rules to follow " There are many household rules to follow 
" It is easy to tell who are the more senior " It is easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the household members of the household 
Group 3Q Group 4Q 
" Members of the household work together " Members of the household do not work 
closely together closely 
" Members of the household depend on each " Members of the household do not depend on 
other for completing chores each other for completing chores 
" There are not many household rules to follow " There are not many household rules to follow 
" It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior " It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the household members of the household 
For the categorical grid/group measure, participants were asked to indicate (by ticking the 
appropriate box) which of the four grid/group environments most closely corresponded to 
their own household, leisure and work groups (see Table 34). The first two items of each 
group are referring to the group variable while the last two items refer to the grid 
variable. Group 1 is proposed to represent high group/high grid, Group 2 low group/high 
grid, Group 3 high group/low grid, and Group 4 low group/low grid. These items are 
based on theoretical accounts taken from Douglas (1982), M. Thompson, Ellis and 
Wildavsky (1990) and from the grid measure of Hampton (1982). 
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Continuous Grid/Group Measure 
A continuous measure of grid/group was also assessed. Participants were asked to rate 
four items: two for the group variable [level of group cohesion], two for the grid variable 
[rules and regulations imposed from within the group] on a five-point scale. The grid and 
group items used for each of grid/group measures are provided below in Table 35. 
Table 35 The group and grid items 
a) How many people are in the group you spend most time with on a day-to-day basis? 
b) How close would you say you are as a group (the one mentioned in Question a)? 
c) Would you say there are no rules or very many rules within your group (mentioned in Q. a)? 
d) How easy is it to tell who are the more senior members of the group (mentioned in Q. a)? 
For each of the three grid/group environments (household, leisure and work), the group 
items contained a measure of group cohesion (see item b in Table 35). In addition, group 
size was also measured since it has been found to be an important influence on cohesion 
(see item a, Table 35). Porter and Lawler (1965) in a broad review of studies on groups in 
organizations found that increased group size was associated with decreasing cohesion. 
Grid was examined in terms of two major aspects of this variable, the formality of 
ranking within the group (see item d, Table 35) and the magnitude of rules within the 
group (see item c, Table 35). 
Categorical Environmental Worldview Measure 
A categorical measure of environmental worldviews was employed. The categorical 
measure contained all 16 items of the environmental worldview scale used in Chapter 4. 
In a similar manner to the categorical measure of grid/group environments, the items 
were organised into four groups (four items in each group) and participants were asked to 
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choose which worldview most closely corresponded to their own (see Table 36). 
Table 36 The categorical measure of environmental worldviews 
Worldview AQ Worldview BQ 
" The balance of nature is very delicate and easily " Humans have the right to modify the natural 
upset environment to suit their needs 
" Humans must live in harmony with nature in order " The environment is very adaptable and will recover 
to survive from any harm caused by people 
" When humans interfere with nature it often " In the end all environmental problems will be 
produces disastrous consequences resolved by technological solutions 
" There are limits to growth beyond which our " Humans need not adapt to the natural environment 
Industrialised society cannot expand because they can remake it to suit their needs 
Worldview CQ Worldview DQ 
" There is no use worrying about the environment, I " More scientific research is required to establish the 
can do nothing about it extent of the environmental problems 
anyway " Steps should be made to regulate behaviour 
" Environmental protection methods are pointless harmful to the environment 
because nature is unpredictable " The government should dictate clear rules about 
" There is no point engaging in environmental action what is and what is not allowed 
since it rarely changes anything " The public require educating on the dangers of 
"I have very little control over environmental risk environmentally damaging activities 
Continuous Cultural Worldview Measure 
The continuous measure was a reduced version of the cultural worldview scale used in 
Chapter 4 to reduce the length of the questionnaire. This measure was an eight item scale, 
with two items used to measure each of the four worldviews (see Table 37). The items 
were selected on the basis of the principal components analysis of this measure contained 
in Chapter 4, those items which loaded most strongly onto their proposed factor were 
chosen. 
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Table 37 The continuous cultural worldview measure 
a) There should be stricter prison sentences to deter criminals (hierarchy) 
b) I would support a tax change that makes people with large incomes pay more (egalitarianism) 
c) Even if you work hard you never know if that will help you do better (fatalism) 
d)lf a person has the get-up-and-go to acquire wealth, that person should have the right to enjoy it 
(individualism) 
e) I would support the introduction of compulsory National Service (hierarchy) 
f) Cooperating with others rarely works (fatalism) 
g) If people in this country were treated more equally we would have fewer problems (egalitarianism) 
h)ln a fair system Deoale with more ability should earn more (individualism) 
Decision making and Risk/Benefit Perception Scenarios 
At the beginning of the scenario section of the questionnaire, participants were told they 
would be given a description of two different situations that each required a decision to 
be made. Participants were then requested to imagine themselves in each of the situations 
and to indicate what choice they would make if faced with such a decision. 
In total, three scenarios were used, each contained a brief description of the situation 
participants were asked to imagine. In each scenario participants were given two possible 
advantages and disadvantages of the proposal. Table 38 provides an example from the 
waste incinerator scenario (see Appendix, section 5.2, for nuclear power and 
pedestrianisation scenarios). 
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Table 38 The waste incinerator scenario 
Imagine that the local authorities have been given a proposal from a company to build a 
waste incinerator in your constituency. 
The potential advantages of this scheme are: 
9 The incinerator could provide increased employment prospects for local residents 
" The incinerator may provide the only economic and quick solution to the problems of 
increasing household waste 
Potential disadvantages: 
"The incinerator is a large building that may have a detrimental effect on the beauty of 
the town 
" The incinerator could increase air pollution, which may effect the health of local 
residents 
Participants were asked to indicate whether they would support or oppose the plan 
(categorical measure) and also their level of agreement/disagreement (five-point scale) 
with the plan (continuous measure). 
Participants were then asked eight risk/benefit perception questions which asked for their 
opinion on the likelihood of the advantages and disadvantages happening (4 questions) 
and the impact of these advantages and disadvantages (4 questions) for each plan. Table 
39 provides an example from the waste incineration scenario of the likelihood and impact 
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risk perception scales (the risk perception scales for the nuclear power scenario and the 
benefit perception scales for the pedestrianisation scenario are provided in the Appendix, 
section 6.3). 
Table 39 Likelihood and impact risk perception scales for the waste incineration scenario 
a) How likely do you think it is that the plan will provide increased employment prospects for local 
residents? 
b) How beneficial do you think the plan will be for increased employment prospects for local 
residents? 
c) How likely do you think it is that the plan is the only economic and quick solution to the UK's 
household waste problem? 
d) How beneficial do you think the plan will be as an economic and quick solution for the UK's 
household waste problem? 
e) How likely do you think it is that the plan will have a detrimental effect on the scenic beauty of 
the town? 
f) How serious a problem do you think the plan will be for the scenic beauty of the town? 
g) How likely do you think it is that the plan will increase air pollution? 
h) How serious an air pollution problem do you think the plan will be? 
6.3 RESULTS 
There are two main aspects of this results section. Firstly, to examine the reliability of the 
continuous grid/group measure and the concurrent validity of the categorical grid/group 
an categorical environmental worldview measures. Secondly, to test the theoretical 
predictions of cultural theory. 
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6.3.1 Methodological Assessment 
6.3.1.1 Continuous Grid/Group Measures 
Reliability analyses were conducted on the household, work and leisure continuous 
grid/group measures. Both grid and group scales for all three measures had very low 
reliability scores ((x < . 30). Therefore continuous measures were not used to measure 
grid/group in this study. 
6.3.1.2 Categorical Grid/Group Measure 
There was a great deal of missing data for the household, work, and leisure 
grid/group measures resulting in very low frequencies for a number of the grid/group 
environments. This provided problems for investigating concurrent validity, since most 
grid/group environments had frequencies less than 15 per cell, the minimum 
recommended frequencies for conducting an analysis of variance. The frequencies of 
each grid/group environment for household, work and leisure measures, and the little 
statistical analysis conducted will be provided below. 
Household Grid/Group Measure 
Table 40 provides the frequencies and percentages for each of the grid/group household 
environments identified by participants as similar to their own household. 
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Table 40 Frequencies and percentages for each of the household grid/group 
environments 
Grid/group environments Frequency 
High group/high grid 22 (21) 
Low group/high grid 5 (5) 
High group/low grid 34 (32) 
Low group/low grid 10 (10) 
Missing values 34(32) 
Total 105(100) 
In total, 34 participants identified their grid/group environment as highly cohesive 
(i. e. high group) with a low level of rules and regulations (i. e. low grid). Another 
22 participants identified their household as highly cohesive (i. e. high 
group) with a high level of rules and regulations (i. e. high grid). Very few people (n = 5) 
identified their households as having a low level of cohesion (i. e. low group) and a high 
level of rules and regulations (i. e. high grid). While slightly more (n =10) identified 
themselves as belonging to households with a low level of cohesion (low group) and a 
low level of rules and regulations (i. e. low grid). Unfortunately there was quite a lot of 
missing data (34 participants did not provide information on their grid/group 
environment), to some extent due to people living alone who were unable to provide a 
grid/group choice. 
To examine the concurrent validity of the household grid/group measure, participants 
responses were compared to their rating of items from the continuous grid and group 
measures. Only high group/high grid and high group/low grid environments had high 
enough frequencies to be included in the analysis. 
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An ANOVA was conducted to investigate whether statistically significant differences 
could be found between high group/high grid and high group/low grid for the grid items. 
Grid/group membership was the independent variable and the grid continuous 
items were the dependent variables (see Table 41). It was expected that members of 
households with a high level of rules and formality (i. e. high group/high grid) would rate 
their households as having more rules and formality than members of households with a 
low level of rules and formality (i. e. high group/low grid). 
Table 41 A summary table comparing grid/group choice with grid items 
Grid/group items F-ratio Degrees of Significance 
Freedom 
a)Magnitude of rules 6.18 (1,54) p<. 005 
and regulations 
b)Formality of rank 12.65 (1,55) p<. 001 
Respondents from highly cohesive (high group) and highly regulated and formal (high 
grid) households indicated they had significantly more rules in their group than did 
participants from highly cohesive (high group) and less regulated and formal (low grid) 
households (M = 2.36, SD =. 91). 
Respondents from highly cohesive (high group) and highly regulated formal (high grid) 
households indicated it was easier to recognise senior members of the household than did 
participants from highly cohesive (high group) and less regulated informal (low grid) 
households (M = 2.75, SD =1.43). 
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The concurrent validity of the grid variable for the household measure appeared to be 
supported. Participants from high group/high grid environments rated their environments 
as having more rules and also that senior members could be more easily identified than 
did participants from high group/low grid environments (see Table 41, items a and b). 
Work Grid/Group Measure 
Table 42 Frequencies and percentages for the grid/group work environments 
Grid/group environments Frequency 
high group/high grid 44(41) 
low group/high grid 6 (6) 
high group/low grid 10 (10) 
low group/low grid 1 (1) 
Missing values 44(43) 
Total 105(100) 
Table 42 shows that 44 participants identified their work environment as highly cohesive 
(high group) with a high level of rules and regulations (high grid). The next most frequent 
grid/group work environment to be identified was highly cohesive (high group) with a 
low level of rules and formality (low grid), only 10 participants had such a work 
environment. Only 1 person claimed to be part of a work environment that has a low 
level of cohesion (low group) and a low level of rules and formality (low grid) work 
environment. While 6 participants identified their work environment as having a low 
level of cohesion (low group) and a high level of rules and formality (high grid). There 
were even larger amounts of missing data (43%) than in the previous measure, a large 
proportion was due to those who were not in full or part time employment. 
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Due to the low frequency of participants for high group/low grid, low group/low grid, and 
low group/high grid environments no ANOVA's could be conducted to assess concurrent 
validity for this measure. 
Leisure Grid/Group Measure 
Table 43 Frequencies and percentages for the grid/group leisure environments 
Grid/group environments Frequency 
High group/high grid 17 (16) 
Low group/high grid 7 (7) 
High group/low grid 13 (12) 
Low group/low grid 13 (12) 
Missing values 55 (52) 
Total 105 (100) 
The grid/group environments were slightly more evenly distributed for the leisure 
environment in comparison to the household and work environments but frequencies for 
each grid/group environment were quite low (see Table 43). 
Leisure environments with a high level of cohesion (high group) and a high level of rules 
and regulations (high grid) were once more the most frequent grid/group environment (17 
participants claimed this was their grid/group environment). Participants from a highly 
cohesive work environment (high group) with a low level of rules and regulations (low 
grid) had a frequency of 13 participants. Another 13 participants described their leisure 
environments as being of a low level of cohesion (low group) and having a low level of 
rules and regulations (low grid). Finally, 7 participants had a leisure environment with a 
low level of cohesion (low group) and a high level of rules and regulations (high grid). 
The descriptive statistics were dominated by the amount of missing data (52%), it would 
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appear that the majority of participants did not take part in leisure activities involving 
social groups. People preferred either doing no leisure activities or solitary activities such 
as going to the gym. 
As with the work measure, high group/low grid, low group/low grid, and low group/high 
grid environments had less than 15 participants in them. Therefore no ANOVA's could 
be conducted to assess concurrent validity. 
6.3.1.3 Categorical Environmental Worldview Measure 
The next new measure to be discussed is the categorical environmental worldview scale. 
This discussion begins with examining the frequencies and percentages of participants 
claiming to have egalitarian, hierarchist, individualist and fatalist environmental 
worldviews. Additionally, the concurrent validity of the categorical environmental 
worldview measure will be examined by assessing the relationship between responses to 
this categorical measure and a reduced version of the continuous cultural worldview 
measure used in Chapter 4. 
Frequencies and Percentages for Categorical Environmental Worldview 
Measure 
Table 44 shows that the majority of participants either held a hierarchy (51 %) or 
egalitarian (42%) woridview. Only 3% of participants held an individualist worldview 
and only 1% held a fatalist worldview. It is possible the low frequency of participants 
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claiming to be individualist or fatalist is due to a social desirability effect. Individualist 
and fatalist environmental worldviews are not very socially desirable, particularly in the 
context of a questionnaire on environmental issues Both the individualist and fatalist 
worldviews were eliminated from the analyses because of the very low frequency of 
these worldviews. The missing data was much lower than for the other measures (4%). 
Table 44 Frequencies and percentages of participants environmental worldviews 
Worldviews Frequencies 
Hierarchy 53 (51) 
Fatalism 1 (1) 
Egalitarianism 44(42) 
Individualism 3 (3) 
Missing values 4(4) 
Total 105 (100) 
Assessment of the Concurrent Validity of the Categorical Environmental 
Worldview Measure 
Additionally, as a check for concurrent validity, an ANOVA was conducted to examine 
whether egalitarian and hierarchy (fatalist and individualist worldviews were eliminated 
from the analyses because of low frequencies) environmental worldview significantly 
differed for their mean scores on egalitarian and hierarchy cultural worldviews. Of 
course, people with egalitarian environmental worldviews are expected to have higher 
mean scores for egalitarian cultural worldview than for hierarchy cultural worldviews. 
Similarly, participants with hierarchy environmental worldviews are expected to have 
higher mean scores for hierarchy cultural worldviews than for egalitarian cultural 
worldviews. 
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The data suggests there is problems with the concurrent validity of the categorical 
environmental worldview measure. There were no significant differences between people 
with hierarchy and egalitarian environmental worldviews in relation to hierarchy and 
egalitarian cultural worldviews. 
6.3.1.4 Construction of Risk/Benefit Perception Scales 
Risk (waste incineration, nuclear power)/benefit (pedestrianisation) perception scales 
were developed for the three scenarios measuring perception of likelihood and impact for 
each of these scenarios. Table 45 shows the results of reliability analyses on these scales. 
All, but one (likelihood scale for nuclear power), of the risk/benefit perception scales 
were above the conventional level of adequate reliability (a = . 60). 
Table 45 The reliability analyses for the risk and benefit perception scales 
Risk/Benefit Alpha value Mean Standard Number of 
Perception Scale Deviation items 
Waste 
incineration: 
Likelihood . 73 16.61 2.89 4 Impact . 73 16.22 2.93 4 
Nuclear Power: 
Likelihood 
. 
50 14.50 2.66 4 
Impact 
. 
69 16.30 2.73 4 
Pedestrianisation: 
Likelihood 
. 68 11.42 2.77 4 fact 
. 78 10.73 2.91 4 
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6.3.1.5 Decision-making for Scenarios 
Summary statistics are provided below on decision-making for the waste incinerator, 
nuclear power and pedestrianisation scenarios. 
Waste incinerator Scenario 
These summary statistics begin with the frequencies of participants who supported or 
opposed the building of a waste incinerator in this scenario (see Table 46). 
Table 46 Frequency of support/opposition for the building of a waste incinerator 
Decision-making_ Frequency 
Support 
Opposition 
12(11) 
93(89) 
Total 105 
Table 46 shows that the majority of participants (89%) opposed the building of a waste 
incinerator in this scenario. This is also shown when participants were requested to rate 
on a 5-point scale their disagreement or agreement with the plan to build an incinerator, 
the mean value was 1.68, indicating a very high level of disagreement. 
Nuclear Power Scenario 
The frequencies of support and opposition exhibited in the scenario concerning the 
building of a nuclear power plant is shown in Table 47. 
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Table 47 Frequency of support and opposition for the building of a nuclear power plant 
Decision-making Frequency 
Support 
Opposition 
2 (4) 
46(96) 
Total 48(100) 
There was an even lower level of support (4%) for building a nuclear power plant in 
this scenario. Although the mean value (M = 1.96) was slightly higher, suggesting a 
slightly lower level of disagreement than for the incinerator scenario. Both sets of 
descriptive statistics suggest a high level of opposition towards nuclear power. 
Pedestrianisation Scenario 
Table 48 shows the frequencies of support and opposition for the plan proposed in the 
pedestrianisation scenario. 
Table 48 Frequency of suppordoppostion for pedestrianisation their local town 
Decision-making Frequency 
Support 
Opposition 
41(79) 
11(21) 
Total 52(100) 
For this scenario there was greater support (79%) for the pedestrianisation plan, with a 
mean value of agreement equal to 3.67. 
6.3.2 Application of a Cultural Theory Model to Environmental Issues 
The analyses will be described in terms of the cultural theory model proposed in Figure 6 
(see section 6.1.2). This begins with the relationship between grid/group and worldview. 
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6.3.2.1 The Relationship between Grid/Group and Worldview 
The relationship between being a member of a grid/group environment and subscribing to 
a particular worldview was assessed. Cultural theory predicts that members of a highly 
cohesive environment (high group) with a large number of rules and formality (high grid) 
are more likely to hold hierarchy worldviews. Members of a highly cohesive environment 
(high group) with a small number of rules and formality (low grid) are more likely to 
hold egalitarian worldviews. Additionally, people from an environment with a low level 
of cohesion (low group) with a low level of rules and formality (low grid) are more likely 
to hold individualist worldviews. Finally, people from an environment with a low level of 
cohesion (low group) with a high level of rules and formality (high grid) are more likely 
to hold fatalist worldviews. 
The relationship between grid/group and woridview will be assessed in two ways. 
Firstly, the relationship between categorical household, work and leisure grid/group 
measures and a categorical environmental worldview measure will be examined. 
Secondly, it will be assessed whether there are differences between participants from the 
different grid/group environments (for the household, work and leisure grid/group 
measures) for their responses to the continuous cultural worldviews (e. g. are participants 
from a high group/high grid environment more likely to hold hierarchy worldviews than 
participants from high group/low grid, low group/low grid, and low group/high grid 
environments? ). 
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The Relationship Between the Grid/Group Measures and the Categorical 
Environmental Worldview Measure 
Due to the very low frequencies of fatalist and individualist environmental worldviews 
(see Table 44) these woridviews and the grid/group environments predicted to be related 
to fatalist and individualist worldviews (low group/high grid and low group/low grid 
environments) were eliminated from the analysis. So the analysis contained two 
dichotomous variables: grid/group (high group/high grid and high group/low grid) and 
worldview (hierarchy and egalitarianism) According to Howell (1992), the most 
appropriate method of assessing the relationship between two dichotomous variables is 
by the 4 correlation coefficient. Therefore 4¢ coefficients were computed for the 
relationship between household, work and leisure grid/group environments and 
environmental worldviews. The appropriate test of significance of 4 is a x2 test. 
There was a significant relationship between membership of household grid/group 
environments and holding environmental worldviews (4 = . 28, x2 = 4.30, df = 1, p<. 05). 
Therefore membership of high group (high level of group cohesion)/high grid (high level 
of rules and formality) and high group (high level of group cohesion)/low grid (low level 
of rules and formality) household environments was associated with holding egalitarian 
and hierarchy environmental worldviews. 
There was also a significant relationship between membership of a work grid/group 
environment and holding an environmental worldview (4 = . 28, x2 = 4.72, df =1, p<. 05). 
Therefore membership of high group (high level of group cohesion)/high grid (high level 
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of rules and formality) and high group (high level of group cohesion)/low grid (low level 
of rules and formality) work environments was associated with holding egalitarian 
and hierarchy environmental worldviews. 
No relationship between membership of leisure grid/group environments and holding 
environmental worldviews was found (4) = 0.06, x2 = 0.12, df =1, p>. 05). Perhaps the lack 
of association between leisure grid/group environments and environmental worldviews 
was due to the large amount of missing data (52% of participants did not provide any data 
on the leisure grid/group environment they most interacted in). The large magnitude of 
missing data may have resulted in random error. 
The Relationship Between the Grid/Group Measures and the Continuous 
Cultural Worldview Measure 
The relationship between household, work and leisure grid/group measures and the 
continuous cultural worldview measure was also assessed. A series of ANOVA's were 
conducted to examine whether there were significant differences between participants 
from the grid/group environments for each of the cultural worldviews. For each analysis 
the household, work and leisure categorical grid/group measures were the independent 
variables. The dependent variable for each analysis was one of the cultural worldviews 
(hierarchy, fatalism, individualism, or egalitarianism). There were no significant 
differences between participants from the household, work and leisure grid/group 
environments (high group/high grid, high group/low grid, low group/low grid, and low 
group/high grid) for their cultural worldviews (hierarchy, egalitarianism, individualism, 
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and fatalism). This finding is in contrast to the data above which showed that the 
household and work grid/group measures were significantly associated with the 
categorical environmental worldview measure. It is possible the reduced continuous 
cultural worldview measure used in this study (in this study only 8 items, compared to 16 
items used in Study 1) does not have the predictive validity of the complete continuous 
cultural worldview measure. 
6.3.2.2 The Relationship Between Worldview and Risk/Benefit Perception 
Cultural theory predicts that people with hierarchy, egalitarian, individualist and fatalist 
worldviews differ in their perception of risks and benefits for environmental issues. 
Hierarchists are associated with a medium level of risk perception for environmental 
issues and a medium level of benefit perception for measures designed to improve 
environmental issues. Egalitarians are associated with a high level of risk perception for 
environmental issues and a high level of benefit perception for measures designed to 
improve environmental issues. Individualists are associated with a low level of risk 
perception for environmental issues and a low level of benefit perception for measures 
designed to improve environmental issues. Fatalists are not predictably associated with 
risk perception for environmental issues nor benefit perception for measures designed to 
improve environmental issues. 
Worldview was assessed in terms of a categorical environmental worldview measure, and 
a continuous cultural worldview measure. Risk perception was assessed in terms of the 
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perceived likelihood and the perceived impact for scenarios proposing the building of a 
waste incineration plant, the building of a nuclear power plant, and the pedestrianisation 
of a local town centre. 
The Relationship Between the Categorical Environmental Worldview Measure and 
RisklBenefit Perception for Waste Incineration, Nuclear Power and Pedestrianisation 
An ANOVA was conducted to examine whether people with egalitarian and hierarchy 
worldviews (only the hierarchy and egalitarian worldviews of the categorical measure 
were included in the analysis due to low frequencies for individualist and fatalist 
worldviews) had different levels of risk and benefit perception for three scenarios (i. e. the 
perceived likelihood and impact of waste incineration, nuclear power and 
pedestrianisation). There were no significant differences between respondents with 
egalitarian and hierarchy environmental worldviews in their perception of 
the likelihood and impact of proposals for the waste incinerator, nuclear power, and 
pedestrianisation scenarios. 
This finding suggests there is no difference in risk and benefit perception for people with 
different worldviews. This lack of difference in risk/benefit perception found for people 
with different worldviews may be due to the categorical worldview measure not 
sufficiently accounting for the fatalist and individualist worldviews. An additional 
problem may have resulted from assessing risk and benefit perception from responses to 
scenarios rather than actual events. 
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The Relationship Between the Continuous Cultural Worldview Measure and Risk/Benefit 
Perception for Waste Incineration, Nuclear Power and Pedestrianisation 
The conventional method for examining the relationship between continuous cultural 
worldview and risk perception scales is by correlation analysis. Table 49 shows the 
correlations between cultural worldviews (egalitarian, individualist, fatalist and 
hierarchy) and riskibenefit perception (perceived likelihood and impact). 
Table 49 The correlations between cultural worldviews and risk/benefit perception 
Risk/Benefit Hierarchy Egalitarianism Fatalism Individualism 
Perception 
Scales 
Waste 
incineration: 
Likelihood . 05 -. 05 . 
04 . 14 Impact . 05 . 02 . 
09 
. 16 
Nuclear power: 
Likelihood . 18 . 09 . 40** . 
25* 
Impact . 07 . 14 . 31** . 16 
Pedestrianising: 
Likelihood 
. 09 -. 16 . 10 . 11 Impact 
. 21 -. 13 . 12 . 11 *= p<. 05 **= p<. 01 
The relationship between the continuous cultural worldview measure and the risk/benefit 
perception scales was not particularly strong. Hierarchist and egalitarian cultural 
worldviews were not significantly associated with risk and benefit perception for waste 
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incineration, nuclear power and pedestrianisation scenarios. Fatalist cultural worldviews 
were highly correlated with the perceived likelihood and impact scales for the nuclear 
power scenario (r = . 40, p< . 01, and r= . 31, p< . 
01 respectively). Individualist cultural 
worldviews were associated with the likelihood scale for the nuclear power scenario 
(r = . 25, p<. 05). 
The worldviews most expected to be associated with higher risk/benefit perception (i. e. 
hierarchy and egalitarian cultural worldviews) were not at all related to risk/benefit 
perception. Additionally, the worldviews not expected to be associated with high risk 
perception (i. e. fatalist and individualist cultural worldviews) were related to high risk 
perception for the nuclear power scenario. It appears these unexpected findings may be 
due to deriving risk perception scales from scenarios rather than for actual events, since 
similar data was found for the relationship between risk perception scales and the 
categorical worldview measure. 
6.3.2.3 The Relationship Between Risk/Benefit Perception and Decision-making 
The final theoretical prediction of the cultural theory model is that risk perception will be 
related to decision-making. The relationship between risk perception and decision- 
making will now be assessed. Not surprisingly, it is expected that high perception of risk 
for waste incineration and nuclear power is associated with disagreement for proposals in 
the waste incineration and nuclear power scenarios. Additionally, it is expected that 
high perception of benefit for pedestrianisation is associated with agreement for the 
proposal in the pedestrianisation scenario. The relationship between risk perception and 
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decision-making was assessed by correlation analysis (see Table 50). 
The relationship between risk/benefit perception and decision-making for the waste 
incinerator and pedestrianisation scenarios was particularly strong. High perception of 
risk for waste incineration was associated with opposition for the building of a waste 
incinerator (r = . 76, p<. O1 for the likelihood scale and r= . 75, p<. O1 for the impact scale). 
Additionally, high perception of benefit for pedestrianisation was associated with support 
for pedestrianisation of a local town centre (r = . 76, p<. O 1 for the likelihood scale and r= 
. 75, p <. 01 for the impact scale). Although the relationship between risk perception and 
decision-making for the nuclear power scenario was not as strong, the association was 
still statistically significant (r = . 
35, p<. 05 for the likelihood scale and r= . 
36, p<. Ol for 
the impact scale). 
Table 50 The correlations between risk perception scales and decision-making for waste 
incinerator, nuclear power and pedestrianisation scenarios. 
Disagreement with Disagreement with Agreement with 
waste incineration nuclear power pedestrianisation 
proposal proposal proposal 
Waste incineration: 
Likelihood 
. 76* Impact 
. 75** 
Nuclear Power: 
Likelihood 
. 35* Impact 
. 36** 
Pedestrianising: 
Likelihood 
. 76** Impact 
. 75** *= p<. 05 ** = p<. O1 
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6.4 DISCUSSION 
The main purposes of this study were to, firstly, develop and examine concurrent validity 
of grid/group measures for household, work and leisure environments and to develop a 
categorical measure of environmental worldviews. Secondly, to apply a model of cultural 
theory for decision-making towards environmental issues (waste incineration, nuclear 
power and pedestrianisation) to test the theoretical predictions of cultural theory. 
6.4.1 Developing Measures 
New measures were developed for grid/group environments (categorical and continuous), 
and for environmental worldviews (categorical). 
GridlGroup Measures 
Both categorical and continuous measures of grid/group were developed. The continuous 
grid/group measures had very low reliability and so were not used to examine grid/group 
in the rest of the study, but were still used to assess concurrent validity for the categorical 
grid/group measure. 
Missing data for each of the grid/group measures resulted in very low frequencies for a 
number of the grid/group environments. Concurrent validity could only be assessed for 
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the grid variable of the household grid/group measure. Participants from high group/high 
grid environments rated their environments as having more rules and that senior members 
could be more easily identified than participants from high group/low grid environments. 
Therefore there is some supportive evidence for the concurrent validity of the household 
grid variable. However, future studies with larger samples of all four grid/group 
environments for household, work and leisure measures are required to make firmer 
conclusions on the concurrent validity of these grid/group measures. 
Categorical Environmental Worldview Measure 
Proceeding to the categorical worldview measure, there appeared to be some cause for 
concern for the validity of this measure. Firstly, only 4% of participants claimed to hold 
fatalist and individualist environmental worldviews according to the categorical 
worldview measure. Therefore adequate data was only provided for egalitarian and 
hierarchy environmental worldviews. 
Secondly, people with egalitarian and hierarchist environmental worldviews did not 
significantly differ in their rating of egalitarian and hierarchy cultural worldviews (thus 
hypothesis 2 was not supported). This suggests problems with the concurrent validity of 
this categorical environmental worldview. One possible alternative explanation may lie 
with the cultural worldview measure being reduced from 16 items to 8 items to reduce 
the length of the questionnaire. This may have resulted in problems for the cultural 
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worldview measure. Further data from this study suggests predictive validity for the 
cultural worldview scale was very poor, the cultural worldview scale was not 
significantly associated in the predicted direction with any of the variables in this study. 
Therefore statements on the concurrent validity for the categorical worldview measure 
have to be interpreted with care. 
6.4.2 A Cultural Theory Model Applied to Decision-Making for Waste Incineration, 
Nuclear Power and Pedestrianisation Scenarios 
Proceeding to discuss the testing of the cultural theory model, a summary of the results is 
provided in figure 7. The results will be discussed for each stage of the model. 
Figure 7A summary of the relationships found between grid/group, worldview, risk 
perception and decision-making 
Grid/Group Worldview Risk perception 
High 
group/ 
High grid ýý H 
High 
group/ E 
Low grid 
Low 
group/ 
Low grid 
Low 
group/ F High grid 
High 
Risk (nuc, 
waste)/ 
Low Benefit 
(ped) 
Low 
Risk (nuc, 
waste)/ 
High 
Benefit 
(ped) 
Decision-making 
Oppose 
Support 
H= hierarchy E= egalitarianism I= individualism F= fatalism nuc = nuclear power scenario waste = 
waste incinerator scenario ped = pedestrianisation town centre scenario 
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Grid/Group and Worldview 
There was quite a difference in results between the categorical and continuous 
worldviews for this relationship. Beginning with the categorical measure of worldview, 
there appeared to be a relatively strong relationship between the membership of a 
grid/group environment and the holding of environmental worldviews. There was a 
significant association between grid/group and worldview for work and household 
grid/group measures. However, there was not a significant relationship between 
grid/group and worldview for the leisure grid/group measure. 
There was no relationship found between grid/group and cultural worldviews when using 
the continuous worldview measure for any of the grid/group measures. It is possible the 
reduced (8 items rather than 16 items) item continuous worldview measure used in this 
study may have underestimated the relationship between worldview and grid/group. 
Therefore it is unclear whether there is a relationship between grid/group and worldview 
(hypothesis 3 is thus not accepted). According to the data comparing the relationship 
between the categorical worldview measure and the grid/group measures, there appears to 
be a statistically significant association. Whereas the data comparing the relationship 
between the continuous worldview measure and the grid/group measures suggests there is 
not a statistically significant relationship between grid/group and worldview. 
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More research is required to determine the extent of the relationship between grid/group 
and worldview, particularly employing full item cultural, environmental and economic 
continuous worldview measures. There have been very few studies examining the 
relationship between grid/group and woridview, only Dake and Thompson (1993) have 
explicitly investigated this relationship. They found that grid/group and worldview were 
related in a manner predicted by cultural theory. However, the lack of methodological 
information provided in Dake and Thompson's study makes replication extremely 
difficult. 
Worldview and RisklBenefit Perception 
Data on the relationship between worldview and risk/benefit perception is more clear. 
There did not appear to be a relationship between worldview and risk/benefit perception 
(therefore the fourth hypothesis was not accepted). People with different environmental 
worldviews did not differ in their perception of risk for waste incinerator and nuclear 
power scenarios, nor did they differ in their perception of benefit for the pedestrianisation 
scenario. Therefore when using the categorical worldview, there appears to be no 
relationship between environmental worldviews and risk/benefit perception. 
Similar results were found when correlating the continuous cultural worldview measure 
with the risk/benefit perception scales for the waste incineration, nuclear power and 
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pedestrianisation scenarios. None of the predicted relationships between cultural 
worldviews and risk/benefit perception were found. However, there were unpredicted 
findings. People with individualist and fatalist worldviews were associated with high risk 
perception for the nuclear power scenarios. People with individualist worldviews are 
expected to be associated with a low perception of risk. While no predictions for the 
relationship between fatalist worldviews and risk/benefit perception were offered. 
Therefore this study suggests there is no relationship between worldview and risk/benefit 
perception. This finding that worldview measures were not associated with risk 
perception scales contradicts a great deal of research. Frequently it is found that, for 
example, egalitarianism is related to a high level of risk perception for environmental 
issues, and individualism related to a very low level of risk perception (e. g. Peters & 
Slovic, 1996; Wildavsky & Dake, 1990). The findings of the present study also contradict 
the results of Study 1 in this thesis, which largely supported the consensus. So how do we 
account for such results? 
It is possible the methodology used to measure worldviews in this study underestimated 
the relationship between worldview and risk perception. Firstly, the categorical 
environmental worldview measure has been newly developed, additionally the level of 
validity of this measure is not clear from the data. It is possible this categorical 
worldview measure lacks predictive validity. However, there is no evidence in the 
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literature that categorical measures lack validity. Steg and Sievers (2000) found that a 
categorical environmental worldview measure was associated with car use attitudes 
in a manner predicted by cultural theory. 
Secondly, the reduced item continuous cultural worldview measure may not have an 
adequate level of predictive validity. This possibility is backed up by the lack of 
relationship found between this continuous worldview measure and the three grid/group 
measures discussed above. 
An additional methodological issue is that most of the studies in the literature have 
requested participants to rate their perception of risk for actual issues. However, this 
study looked at risk perception for scenarios, perhaps this was not an accurate 
representation of participants risk perception. There doesn't appear to be many studies 
that have directly compared risk perception for scenarios with risk perception for actual 
events. Differences between simulated and actual environments provides preliminary 
support for this conclusion. For example Brown, Daniel, Richards and King (1988) 
compared judgements of scenic beauty when respondents rated a real scene and 
photographs of similar scenes. The photo-based ratings were consistently significantly 
lower than the direct ratings. This suggests that participants rate simulations differently 
from actual environments. So in relation to Study 3, it is possible participants rated their 
perception of risk differently for the scenarios used in this study than they would for 
actual events. Future studies are required to establish whether this is the case. 
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Risk/Benefit perception and Decision-making 
Finally, risk/benefit perception was associated with decision-making in the predicted 
direction for the waste incineration, nuclear power and pedestrianisation scenarios 
(therefore the fifth hypothesis was accepted). People with a high perception of risk for 
proposals in the nuclear power and waste incineration scenarios were associated with 
opposition for proposals in the nuclear power and waste incineration scenarios. 
Additionally, people with a high perception of benefit for the proposal in the 
pedestrianisation scenario were associated with support for the pedestrianisation 
proposal. 
In summary, almost all the theoretical findings were either equivocal or contradictory 
towards the predictions made in the cultural theory model of decision making. Possible 
problems with the reduced item continuous cultural worldview measure and assessing 
risk/benefit perception from scenarios makes it difficult to conclude from Study 3 the 
efficacy of a cultural theory model of decision-making applied to waste incineration, 
nuclear power and pedestrianisation. 
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BLANK IN ORIGINAL 
CHAPTER 7 
THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS 
OF THE THESIS TO CULTURAL THEORY AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH 
This final chapter looks at the implications of the findings of this thesis for cultural 
theory, for a theoretical account of the socio-cultural context of environmental concern, 
and for the development of comprehensive measures of the grid/group and woridview 
constructs proposed by cultural theory. 
7.1 CONTRIBUTIONS TO EXAMINING THE PROPOSALS OF CULTURAL 
THEORY 
There are disputes in the literature on whether empirical evidence supports the proposals 
of cultural theory. The contribution of the findings of this thesis to the debate will be 
discussed. One of the problems with previous approaches is that most studies focus on 
the associations of cultural worldviews with risk perception and environmental attitudes. 
Most studies neglect the correlates of environmental (for an exception, see Steg & 
Sievers, 2000) and economic worldviews, and most of the other predictions of cultural 
theory (e. g. the relationship between grid/group and worldview, the relationship between 
cultural, environmental and economic worldviews etc. ). As a response to limitations in 
the literature, this thesis has investigated cultural theory in greater detail. The next section 
summarises the theoretical predictions of cultural theory investigated in this thesis before 
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discussing the implications of these findings to the debate on the empirical support of 
cultural theory. 
7.1.1 Examining the Predictions of Cultural Theory 
Studies 1 and 3 of this thesis provide a comprehensive approach to assessing the 
predictions of cultural theory; a lack of comprehensiveness is a major shortcoming of 
previous studies. As a brief summary of cultural theory, there are two major constructs 
proposed by cultural theory: grid/group and worldview. Grid/group refers to the 
characteristics of an individual's social environment in a particular context. 
For cultural theory, social environments are distinguished in terms of the magnitude of 
grid (level of rules and formality) and group (level of group cohesion) variables. Four 
grid/group environments are proposed by cultural theory: high group (high levels of 
group cohesion)/high grid (high levels of rules and formality), high group (high levels of 
group cohesion)/low grid (low levels of rules and formality), low group (low levels of 
group cohesion)/low grid (low levels of rules and formality) and low group (low levels of 
group cohesion)/high grid (high levels of rules and formality). For more details on 
grid/group see Chapter 2, section 2.1. 
The other major construct of cultural theory is worldview. This construct refers to shared 
values and beliefs about the cultural, environmental and economic world. There are four 
worldviews: hierarchy, egalitarianism, individualism, and fatalism (see Figure 1). For 
further details on worldviews see Chapter 2, sections 2.2. 
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One of the benefits of applying cultural theory to understanding people's environmental 
attitudes and risk perceptions is that it provides the socio-cultural context, by examining 
an individual's grid/group environment and worldviews, from which an individual's 
perception of environmental issues are generated. This allows theoretically driven 
predictions of people's specific attitudes and risk perceptions towards environmental 
issues. Additionally, a cultural theory approach shows how an individual's environmental 
attitudes and risk perceptions fit into their construction of the cultural, environmental and 
economic world (this is discussed in more detail in section 7.2). 
A brief summary of the predictions of cultural theory examined in this thesis is illustrated 
in Figure 1. Firstly, it is proposed that the grid/group environment of an individual makes 
them more likely to hold a particular worldview, and that the worldview held by an 
individual makes the individual more likely to interact in a particular grid/group 
environment. 
Secondly, cultural theory predicts that an individual's worldview is general in its content 
consisting of cultural, environmental and economic domains. Therefore cultural, 
environmental and economic worldviews are expected to be associated with one another. 
Thirdly, worldviews are expected to cause both risk perception and environmental 
attitudes. Although it needs to be noted that causality was not examined in this thesis, 
only associations between the variables were investigated. People with egalitarian 
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worldviews are more likely to have pro-environmental attitudes (attitudes concerning the 
protection of the biosphere), while people with individualist worldviews are more likely 
to have anti-environmental attitudes (rejecting attitudes concerning the protection of the 
biosphere and society). People with hierarchist worldviews are more likely to assess the 
costs and benefits of protecting the environment and so are expected to have both pro- 
and anti-environmental attitudes. Similar proposals are made for the relationship between 
worldviews and risk perception. Egalitarians are expected to have a high level of 
environmental risk, individualists are expected to have a low level of environmental risk, 
and hierarchists are expected to have a medium level of environmental risk. For both risk 
perception and attitudes, no associations with fatalist worldviews were proposed. Fatalists 
are expected to have ambivalent and unpredictable attitudes and risk perceptions. 
The final stage of the model consists of the relationship between attitudes and behaviour, 
and the relationship between risk perception and decision-making. It is expected that 
people with pro-environmental attitudes are more likely to engage in pro-environmental 
behaviour. Additionally, people with anti-environmental attitudes are more likely to 
engage in anti-environmental behaviour. People with a high level of risk perception are 
more likely to make pro-environmental decisions. Furthermore, people with a low 
level of risk perception are expected to be more likely to make anti-environmental 
decisions (see Figure 8). 
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Figure 8 Cultural theory model of environmental issues examined in this thesis 
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Cult ' Eviron 4--OlEcon 
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Environmental Attitudes 
The Associations between Grid/Group and Worldview 
Decision-making 
and Behaviour 
Study 3 assessed grid/group for participants' household, work and leisure environments 
using categorical measures. Environmental worldviews were assessed by a 
categorical measure. Cultural worldviews were assessed by continuous scales. 
Household and work grid/group (but not the leisure grid/group) measure were 
associated with environmental worldviews. However, there was no relationship found 
184 
between grid/group and cultural worldviews. 
The Associations of Cultural, Environmental and Economic Worldviews 
The predicted associations between cultural, environmental and economic worldviews 
were examined in Study 1. Hierarchy worldviews for cultural, environmental and 
economic worldview measures were significantly associated with one another. 
Egalitarian worldviews for all three measures were significantly correlated with one 
another. Individualist worldviews for cultural, environmental and economic worldview 
measures were significantly associated with one another. Finally, fatalist worldviews for 
cultural, environmental and economic worldview measures were all significantly 
associated with one another. 
The Associations of Worldviews with Environmental Attitudes 
Study I assessed the relationship between worldviews (cultural, environmental and 
economic) and car use attitudes. Cultural, environmental and economic worldviews were 
measured by multiple item (4 items for each sub-scale) continuous measures. 
Cultural, environmental and economic worldviews were consistently associated with car 
use attitudes in the predicted direction. People holding egalitarian worldviews were 
more likely to have pro-environmental attitudes. People holding hierarchy 
worldviews were more likely to hold both pro- and anti-environmental 
attitudes. People with individualist worldviews were more likely to hold anti- 
environmental attitudes. 
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The Associations of Worldviews with RisklBenefit Perception 
Study 3 measured risk perception for waste incineration and nuclear power, and 
perception of the benefits of pedestrianisation through scenarios. Cultural worldviews 
were assessed by a continuous measure. Environmental worldviews were assessed by a 
categorical measure. Economic worldviews were not examined in this study. Study 3 
found no statistically significant associations between worldviews (both environmental 
and cultural worldview measures) and risk (waste incineration, nuclear power) and 
benefit (pedestrianisation scenario) perception. 
There are several explanations for the lack of relationship between worldview and risk 
perception found in Study 3. Firstly, there may have been problems with the worldview 
measures. A categorical measure of environmental worldviews was used, the majority of 
studies use continuous measures of worldviews (e. g. Marris, Langford, & O'Riordan, 
1998; Palmer, 1996; Peters & Slovic, 1996; Sjoberg, 1997). However, there does not 
appear to be any evidence in the literature that categorical environmental worldview 
measures have less predictive validity. For example, Steg & Sievers (2000) using a 
categorical measure of environmental worldviews, found results consistent with cultural 
theory. Participants with egalitarian environmental worldviews were more likely to hold 
pro-environmental car use attitudes than participants holding hierarchist or individualist 
environmental worldviews. Moreover, participants with hierarchist environmental 
worldviews were more likely to hold pro-environmental car use attitudes than 
participants with individualist environmental worldviews. 
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While there may not be a problem with using a categorical measure of environmental 
worldviews, in Study 3 the very low frequencies of individualists and fatalists in the 
sample resulted in these worldviews (i. e. individualism and fatalism) being eliminated 
from the analysis. So the relationship between worldview and risk perception was only 
assessed for hierarchists and egalitarians. However, while the absence of individualist 
and fatalist worldviews from the analysis may have reduced the scope of worldviews, this 
does not account for why egalitarians did not have higher levels of risk perception than 
hierarchists, as predicted by cultural theory. 
A serious problem concerned the use of a reduced item measure of cultural worldviews. 
The measure used in Study 3 contained two items for each sub-scale, while most 
other studies in the literature contained a minimum of four items for each sub-scale (e. g. 
Dake, 1992; Peters & Slovic, 1996, additionally Study 1 used 4 items for each sub-scale). 
Further evidence for the lack of predictive validity of the reduced item cultural 
worldview measure is that no statistically significant relationships between the reduced 
item worldview measure and any of the grid/group measures were found. 
Thirdly, participants' risk perceptions were measured for scenarios. The majority of 
studies examining the relationship between worldviews and risk perception, examine 
risk perception for actual events (e. g. Peters & Slovic, 1996). It is possible that risk 
perception for scenarios differs from risk perception for actual events. 
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The Relationship between Car Use Attitudes and Transport Behaviour 
Study 1 examined the relationship between car use attitudes and transportation behaviour. 
People with anti-environmental attitudes were more likely to engage in anti- 
environmental transport behaviour (e. g. using their own car rather than car pooling). 
However, people with pro-environmental attitudes were not more likely to engage in pro- 
environmental transport behaviour (e. g. cycling, or walking). 
The Relationship between RisklBenefit Perception and Decision-making 
Study 3 examined the relationship between risk perception and decision-making 
for waste incineration and nuclear power scenarios and benefit perception for the 
pedestrianisation scenario. People with high risk perception and low benefit perception 
for the proposals in the waste incineration, nuclear power and pedestrianisation scenarios 
were more likely to oppose that proposal. Additionally, people with low risk perception 
and high benefit perception for the scenario proposals were more likely to support that 
proposal. 
7.1.2 Discussion of the Efficacy of Cultural Theory in Terms of Dake, Sjoberg 
and Marris' Views 
There are three main positions with regards to extent that woridviews are associated with 
environmental attitudes and risk perception (see Chapter 3, section 3.1.3). Firstly, Dake 
and his colleagues argue that cultural worldviews are related pervasively and strongly to 
risk perception and attitudes. Secondly, Marris and her colleagues proposed that although 
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the correlations of cultural worldviews with risk perceptions and attitudes are not 
particularly strong, these relationships examined as a whole provide a meaningful 
explanation of people's perceptions. A third view, proposed by Sjoberg, is that cultural 
worldviews are weakly associated with environmental attitudes and risk perception. 
It might be argued that data from Study I clearly supports Marris' view of 
the associations of worldviews with risk perception and environmental attitudes. That is, 
when the relationships are examined holistically, rather than individually, the findings 
support cultural theory's prediction that cultural worldviews are associated with 
environmental attitudes (risk perception was not examined in this study). Additionally, 
when the other predictions of the cultural theory model were examined in Study 1, most 
of the associations supported cultural theory. 
However, in Study 3a relationship was not found between woridview and risk 
perception, thus the data most closely corresponded to Sjoberg's view that worldviews are 
weakly associated with environmental attitudes and risk perception. But even data from 
Sjoberg's (1997) study was more supportive of cultural theory than Study 3. Arguably 
Study 3 provides the least support of cultural theory that has ever been reported in the 
literature. Sjoberg (1997) did not dispute that the predictions of cultural theory are 
supported in the literature. He merely argued that the effect sizes of the predicted 
relationships were negligible. Almost all published studies on cultural theory find 
significant relationships between worldviews and risk perception (e. g. Dake & 
Thompson, 1993; Peters & Slovic, 1996; Wildavsky & Dake, 1990). But Study 3 found 
no relationship existed between worldview and risk perception. As already argued in 
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section 7.1.1, the lack of relationship between worldview and risk perception 
found in Study 3 could be due to methodological problems for woridview and/or risk 
perception measures. 
Therefore it can be concluded that when multi-item continuous worldview measures are 
used and correlated with attitudes and risk perceptions measured for actual events then 
this thesis, in addition to most of the studies in the literature (e. g. Dake, 1992; Marris, 
Langord & O'Riordan, 1998; Peters & Slovic, 1996), supports the view that worldviews 
are associated with risk perception and environmental attitudes. 
7.2 CONTRIBUTION TOWARDS AN UNDERSTANDING OF THE CULTURAL 
CONTEXT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 
This next section discusses the implications of this thesis to research on environmental 
concern. Uzzell (2001) argues that one of the major developments in the literature on 
environmental concern in the past few years is the move away from surveys that seek to 
measure the public's depth of concern about the environment and to set research within 
a more theoretically driven framework. Another development in the literature, according 
to Uzzell (2001) is the emphasis on modelling environmental concerns and attitudes more 
effectively taking into account both the multidimensionality of environmental concerns 
and how they maybe embedded in broader belief systems. 
These recent developments in the environmental concern literature provide a starting 
point for investigating the context from which environmental concern develops. 
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Identifying the importance of context in psychological research is probably one of the 
major contributions of environmental psychology: 
The essence of environmental psychology is the context. Context is all as 
it is an inseperable part of the explanation of people's transactions with their 
environment (Moser & Uzzell, in press, p. 31). 
One of the purposes of this present thesis has been to build upon the current 
environmental psychology approaches in their commitment to theoretically driven 
research, and their examination of environmental concerns and attitudes within the 
context of broader belief systems. Uzzell (1990) summarises the advantages of this 
approach concerning the investigation of environmental beliefs in their socio-cultural 
context: 
We have found that it is inappropriate to attempt to elicit unidimensional, 
context-free statements about beliefs. Any study which seeks to elicit beliefs 
about the environment and environmental change must investigate those beliefs 
within a larger context... Insight into beliefs are likely to emerge not from whether 
an individual is pro or anti new technology but how far those pro/anti views are 
integral to the perspective and worldview of particular groups in society (Uzzell, 1990, 
p. 1). 
The point is that attitudes, beliefs or behaviours cannot be fully understood in isolation. It 
is only within the context of more general worldviews that a deeper insight into people's 
beliefs about the environment emerge. Such an approach was examined in this thesis by 
applying cultural theory to investigate people's attitudes towards car use (Study 1) and 
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risk/benefit perceptions for nuclear power, waste incineration and pedestrianisation 
(Study 3). The application of cultural theory ensures that the research is theoretically 
driven and also that participants specific attitudes and risk perceptions are understood 
within the broader context of their worldviews and social (grid/group) environments. 
One of the major implications of Studies 1 and 3 is that the worldviews of an individual 
and the grid/group environment in which they interact are important for understanding 
their specific attitudes and behaviour. 
There are some particularly interesting findings that reveal the importance of assessing 
specific environmental attitudes and behaviours within the context of general 
worldviews. Firstly, it was found that people with different worldviews sometimes 
have similar attitudes. For example, in Study 1 it was found that individualists and 
hierarchists both had anti-environmental car use attitudes. Additionally, egalitarians and 
hierarchists were both found to have pro-environmental car use attitudes. A study that did 
not examine participants worldviews probably would not distinguish individualists from 
hierarchists, and/or would not distinguish egalitarians from hierarchists. 
The importance of the findings are not in relation to whether hierarchists and 
individualists are anti-environmental, nor whether hierarchists and egalitarians are pro- 
environmental. It is the extent to which pro- and anti-environmental car use attitudes 
reflect an individual's worldviews. Cultural theory suggests there is more to 
environmental attitudes than the simple pro-environmental and anti-environmental 
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distinction. More importantly, people with different worldviews may hold similar 
attitudes but have alternative reasons for holding such an attitude, which includes 
justifying their own worldviews and undermining the worldview of others (Ellis & F. 
Thompson, 1997). 
These results suggest that a person's environmental attitudes should not be viewed in 
isolation, but within the context of a person's worldview. For example, to understand the 
environmental attitudes of an individualist requires examining more generally an 
individualist's construction of the social, environmental and economic world. So to 
comprehend an individualist's environmental attitudes it is important to understand that 
they consider nature to be benign and capable of recovery from human degradation. 
These findings also have implications for environmental intervention studies. Studies that 
do not theoretically assess the causes of attitudes and behaviour, may not have the 
subtlety to propose strategies that take into account the diversity of influences on 
environmental attitudes and behaviour. From a traditional approach to environmental 
intervention, where attitudes and behaviour are not considered within the context of their 
worldviews, it is likely individualists and hierarchists would be treated rather similarly. A 
cultural theory approach suggests that treating individualists and hierarchists the same 
way would be inappropriate. From a cultural theory approach, it is an individual's 
worldview that fundamentally needs to be influenced rather than focusing on their 
environmental attitudes. This is because environmental attitudes are constructed and held 
within the context of general worldviews about the cultural, environmental and economic 
world. 
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Additionally, environmental attitudes are constructed with the purpose of justifing their 
worldview. Therefore, if a study seeks to change an individual's attitudes but not their 
worldview, there may be temporary effects to an individual's attitudes and behaviour but 
the effects are less likely to last long term because of cognitive dissonance. Worldviews 
are more resistant to change, therefore it is likely that individuals will return to holding 
attitudes that are consistent with their worldviews in the long term rather than changing 
their worldview in relation to their newly held attitudes (Stem, Dietz, Kalof, & 
Guagnano, 1995). 
7.3 CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE MEASURMENT OF CULTURAL THEORY 
CONSTRUCTS 
One of the limitations of cultural theory is the lack of measures available to test the major 
predictions of the theory. This is perhaps why cultural theory is still hardly known within 
psychology and viewed with caution by many of those who do know the theory. If there 
are no adequate measures to test the predictions of cultural theory then it will continue to 
be dismissed as unscientific. Therefore the development of measures for cultural theory 
constructs are fundamental for the studies discussed in this thesis. Some of the important 
methodological implications for the worldview and grid/group measures are to be 
discussed. 
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7.3.1 Validation of Cultural, Environmental and Economic Worldview Measures 
Very few studies (see Peters & Slovic, 1996 for an exception) assess the construct 
validity of worldview measures. The majority of studies use scales (e. g. Dake, 1992) 
based on items proposed to represent cultural theory worldviews without examining 
whether participants actually perceive the items in a similar way to the researcher. This 
approach can be referred to as a face validity approach to the construction of woridview 
measures. Scales are constructed from items perceived by the researcher to correspond to 
the worldviews of cultural theory. There are a number of limitations to the face validity 
approach. Probably the primary disadvantage of relying on face validity is that it is too 
subjective. One of the major assumptions made by researchers such as Karl Dake is that 
expert perceptions of cultural theory worldview scales are identical to lay perceptions of 
worldview scales. This has yet to be conclusively shown in the literature. How 
participants perceive the worldview items is of great importance and cannot be assumed. 
The emphasis of this thesis when developing worldview measures was to assess the 
construct validity of these worldview measures. The construct validity of cultural, 
environmental and economic worldview measures were assessed by principal 
components analysis in Study I and by a sorting procedure in Study 2. 
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7.3.1.1 Summary of Findings on the Construct Validity of the Cultural, 
Environmental and Economic Worldview Measures 
In Study 1, principal components analyses for each of the cultural, environmental and 
economic worldview measures were conducted (for more details see Chapter 4, section 
4.3.1.2). Beginning with economic worldviews, the construct validity for this 
measure did not appear to be very high. The individualist factor was rather weak, only 
half of the individualist items loaded onto this factor. The hierarchy factor was also 
problematic. Although most of the hierarchy items loaded onto this factor, egalitarian and 
fatalist items also loaded onto the hierarchy factor. The economic worldview measure 
appeared to lack construct validity. 
The cultural and environmental worldviews were generally found to have a 
relatively high level of construct validity. For both the cultural and environmental 
measures, the factors extracted were generally consistent with the cultural theory 
worldviews. However, fatalist worldview items failed to form an independent factor for 
both cultural and environmental measures. For the cultural worldview measure, fatalist 
worldview items loaded onto a hierarchy factor. While for the environmental worldviews, 
fatalist worldview items loaded onto an individualist factor. 
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7.3.1.2 Is The Interdependence of the Fatalist Worldview on other Worldviews Due 
to Theoretical or Methodological Reasons? 
The previous section indicates there is evidence that the fatalist worldview may not be 
independent of the other worldviews. There are two possible explanations for these 
findings. Firstly, a methodological explanation would suggest that the fatalism scale has 
poor construct validity. That is, the fatalist sub-scales for the cultural and environmental 
worldview measures did not examine the fatalist cultural and environmental worldview 
constructs with an adequate level of accuracy. According to this explanation, fatalist 
items loaded onto the same factor as hierarchist items for the cultural worldview scale 
because the fatalist cultural worldview construct was not correctly measured. If the 
construct was accurately measured then the fatalist items would form a factor 
independent of the other worldviews. A similar explanation could also be given for the 
fatalist items loading onto the same factor as the individualist items for the environmental 
worldview measure. If the fatalist environmental woridview construct was accurately 
measured then the fatalist items would form an independent factor. 
Alternatively, there could be a theoretical explanation, that some people may hold fatalist 
and other worldviews simultaneously. One possible explanation is that there is a sub- 
group at the periphery of individualist and hierarchy groups. Both individualist and 
hierarchist groups presume different levels of status within their groups. For some to 
succeed within an individualist group, others have to be less successful. Similarly, in 
hierarchy groups, for anyone to have authority there must be others who are subordinate 
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to them. Fatalists are characterized by their powerlessness, perhaps the loadings of fatalist 
items onto the same factors as hierarchist and individualist worldview items reflect the 
possibility that there are fatalist subgroups that exist within individualist and hierarchist 
groups. 
Study 2 provided data to examine whether interdependence of the fatalist worldview with 
hierarchist and individualist worldviews is due to methodological or theoretical causes. 
Study 1 requested participants to rate their agreement or disagreement with worldview 
items. Study 2, rather than directly ask participants about their worldview, requested 
participants to indicate the theoretical content of each worldview, regardless of whether 
they agreed or disagreed with the worldview. 
Data from Study 2 suggests that the interdependence of the fatalist worldview may be 
due to theoretical, rather than methodological reasons. Fatalist worldview items were 
clearly distinguished from other worldview items for cultural, environmental and 
economic worldview measures. It appeared that the fatalist worldview was the most 
distinctive of all the worldview scales, therefore the inter-relationship of fatalist 
worldviews with hierarchy or individualist worldviews found in a number of studies, 
does not appear to be due to a lack of construct validity. In Study 2, participants could 
clearly distinguish fatalist items from other items. It appears that there is a theoretical 
reason for some people to hold a combination of fatalist and hierarchist or fatalist and 
individualist worldviews. 
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7.3.2 The Validity of the Grid/Group Measures 
In Study 3 (see Chapter six), three grid/group measures were developed to categorise an 
individual's household, work, and leisure grid/group (social) environments. Concurrent 
validity was expected to be assessed for the three grid/group categorical measures. This 
involves comparing an individual's responses for a measure with their responses to a 
comparable measure (Coolican, 1990). 
However, missing data for each of the grid/group measures resulted in very low 
frequencies for a number of the grid/group environments. Concurrent validity could only 
be assessed for the grid variable of the household grid/group measure. Participants from 
high group/high grid environments rated their environments as having more rules and that 
senior members could be more easily identified than participants from high group/low 
grid environments. Therefore there is some supportive evidence for the concurrent 
validity of the household grid variable. However, future studies with larger samples of all 
four grid/group environments for household, work and leisure measures are required to 
make firmer conclusions on the concurrent validity of these grid/group measures. 
7.4 CONCLUSIONS 
To discuss the conclusions of this thesis we return to the Kyoto example put forward at 
the outset (see Chapter 1, section 1.1). The example was used to illustrate the application 
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of cultural theory to understand people's responses towards the environment. In this final 
section, the Kyoto example will again be used to illustrate some of the theoretical 
conclusions, some of the conclusions for environmental research, and finally the 
methodological conclusions of this thesis. 
There were four different perspectives on the Kyoto proposal discussed in Chapter 1. The 
findings of this thesis suggest there is empirical support for the associations proposed 
between the four perspectives in the Kyoto example (egalitarianism, hierarchy, 
individualism, and fatalism) and environmental attitudes, and between environmental 
attitudes and behaviour. 
Environmental groups represented the perspective that the Kyoto agreement was a 
preliminary step towards improving environmental problems whilst emphasising that 
more action was required. According to the findings of this thesis, people from these 
environmental groups appear to be more likely to interact in high group/low grid 
environments, hold egalitarian worldviews and pro-environmental attitudes and 
behaviour. 
The majority of governments represented the perspective that the regulations proposed by 
the Kyoto agreement would help control environmental problems. Findings from this 
thesis suggest that people from these governments appear to be more likely to interact in 
a high group/high grid environment. Moreover, they would be more likely to hold 
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hierarchy worldviews and a combination of pro- and anti-environmental attitudes and 
behaviour. 
The US government was chosen to illustrate a third perspective that the Kyoto agreement 
was too restrictive on economic growth and should be opposed. Findings from this thesis 
suggests that people from the US government would be more likely to interact in a low 
group/low grid environment, hold individualist worldviews and anti-environmental 
attitudes and behaviour. 
The fourth perspective was illustrated by the general public who were purported to feel 
powerless and distant from the debate. Findings from this thesis suggest that people 
from the general public would be more likely to interact in a low group/high grid 
environment, hold fatalist worldviews and unpredictable attitudes and behaviour. 
Additionally, findings from this thesis suggest that people of lower status in hierarchist 
(i. e. the majority of governments in the Kyoto example) and individualist (i. e. the US 
government in the Kyoto example) groups may combine perceptions of powerlessness 
and distance from the debate with their hierarchist or individualist worldviews. 
The advantages of a cultural theory approach to environmental concern can also be 
illustrated from the Kyoto example. Cultural theory provides an understanding of the 
socio-cultural context from which environmental concern develops. Examining the socio- 
cultural context enables a more complete understanding of perspectives towards the 
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environment. The advantages of the cultural theory approach can be illustrated by the 
limitations of an approach that does not examine the context of different environmental 
perspectives. Assessing whether the groups in the Kyoto example are pro-environmental 
or anti-environmental, in isolation, would probably result in environmental groups and 
the majority of governments both being categorised as pro-environmental. Alternatively, 
the majority of governments could be classified as anti-environmental, along with the US 
government, because both emphasise the importance of economic growth in contrast to 
the environmental groups. The limitation of using this pro-environmental and anti- 
environmental distinction in isolation is that the governments appear to be inconsistent in 
their environmental concern. For some issues they appear to be pro-environmental 
(supporting the reduction of emissions harmful to the environment) but for others they 
appear to be anti-environmental (supporting economic growth which is harmful to the 
environment). However, when considering these policies within the context of these 
government's worldviews (that the environment is stable up to a certain point but human 
degradation of the environment can result in catastrophe if not carefully regulated) these 
policies seem to be rational, at least according to their worldview. From a different 
worldview these governments could be considered to be inconsistent, but from their 
woridview these governments are consistent in their balance of seeking economic growth 
within a stable environment whilst regulating this activity to maintain the stability of the 
environment. 
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By assessing the context from which responses to environmental issues are developed, 
cultural theory is able to distinguish between people or groups that on the surface appear 
to be similar but view the cultural, environmental and economic world rather differently. 
Furthermore, by examining the worldview of an individual or group, it is possible to 
assess whether their attitudes or behaviour are consistent with their worldviews. 
Particularly when these attitudes or behaviours appear to be inconsistent when examined 
within the context of a researcher's implicitly held worldview. 
Finally, the development of grid/group and worldview measures can also be applied to 
the Kyoto example. The example in Chapter 1, while possibly having intuitive appeal, is 
based on conjecture. If there are no measures of the constructs discussed in this example 
then the proposals remain unfalsifiable and unscientific. Therefore the development and 
validation of grid/group and worldview measures in this thesis provides an important 
contribution towards a cultural theory approach based not on anecdotal examples but 
empirical evidence. This thesis has provided comprehensive measures for worldview and 
grid/group constructs. 
This thesis provides three main contributions to knowledge. Firstly, a more 
comprehensive testing of cultural theory than existing studies in the literature has been 
undertaken. Secondly, findings from this thesis have implications for environmental 
concern research. The advantages of a cultural theory approach to environmental concern 
include a theoretically coherent understanding of the socio-cultural context in which an 
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individual's environmental attitudes, risk perception, decision-making and behaviour are 
developed. Thirdly, comprehensive measures have been developed for worldviews and 
grid/group environments. 
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BLANK IN ORIGINAL 
APPENDICES 
1. Study 1 Questionnaire 
This questionnaire is part of a study on transport in the Borough of Guildford. The goal of this 
study is to examine how people living and working in the Borough of Guildford feel about air 
pollution in Guildford. 
This questionnaire consists of three parts. Part A focuses on general attitudes towards 
environmental and societal problems. In Part B you are asked a number of questions about 
transportation. The questionnaire ends with some general background questions. 
Instructions for answering the questions 
Please read the following instructions before answering the questions. It is very important that 
you follow them carefully. 
" Please answer all questions. Do not skip any questions unless it is indicated in the 
questionnaire that you should do so. 
" There are no wrong or right answers. We want to know your opinion. 
" For most questions you are asked to indicate your answer by circling a number that 
corresponds best with your opinion. Please do not circle more than one number for 
each question. 
" Below an example is given of how to give your anwers. 
Totally Disagree Neither Agree Totally 
Disagree disagree agree 
nor agree 
1. Wearing a watch is useful 1234 
If you agreed with this statement you would circle number 4 'Agree'. 
" It takes about 30 minutes to complete the questionnaire. 
" At the end of the questionnaire you will be given the opportunity to give your opinion 
about the questionnaire. 
" Your answers are strictly anonymous and confidential. We have no way of connecting 
your answers to your name and address. 
Your help in completing this questionnaire is very much appreciated 
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A. Attitudes towards environmental and societal problems 
This section consists of three subsections. The first 16 question s are about the world. 
The next 16 questions focus on the environment. The final 16 qu estions are related to 
economic development 
Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements about the world 
Totally Disagree Neither Agree Totally 
disagree disagree agree 
nor agree 
1 If people in this country were treated more 
equally we would have fewer problems 12 3 4 5 
2 I think there should be more discipline in 
the youth of today 12 3 4 5 
3 Those in power often withhold information 
about things that are harmful to us 12 3 4 5 
4 Cooperating with others rarely works 12 3 4 5 
5 In a fair system people with more ability 
should earn more 12 3 4 5 
6 I would support the introduction of 
compulsory National Service 12 3 4 5 
7 Continued economic growth is necessary 
to improve our aualitv of life 12 3 4 5 
8 If a person has the get-up-and-go to acquire 
wealth, that person should have the right to 
enjoy it 
9I have often been treated unfairly 
10 We should have stronger armed forces 
than we do 
11 The government should make sure everyone 
in this country has a good standard of living 
12 There is no use in doing things for people - 
you only get it in the neck in the long run 
13 It is just as well that life tends to sort out 
those who try harder from those who don't 
14 There should be stricter prison sentences to 
deter criminals 
15 I would support a tax change that makes 
people with large incomes pay more 
16 Even if you work hard you never know if that 
will help you do better 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements about the 
environment. Please circle one number for each statement. 
Totally Disagree Neither Agree Totally 
disagree disagree agree 
nor agree 
1 The government should dictate clear rules 
about what is and what is not allowed 12345 
2 The environment is very adaptable and will 
recover from any harm caused by people 12345 
3 More scientific research is required to 
establish the extent of the environmental 
problems 
4 There is no use worrying about the 
environment, I can do nothing about it anyway 
5 There are limits to growth beyond which our 
industrialized society cannot expand 
6 Humans have the right to modify the natural 
environment to suit their needs 
7 Environmental protection methods are 
pointless because nature is unpredictable 
8 When humans interfere with nature it often 
produces disastrous consequences 
9I have very little control over environmental 
risk 
10 Steps should be made to regulate behaviour 
harmful to the environment 
11 In the end all environmental problems will be 
resolved by technological solutions 
12 Humans must live in harmony with nature in 
order to survive 
13 Humans need not adapt to the natural 
environment because they can remake it to 
suit their needs 
14 There is no point engaging in environmental 
action since it rarely changes anything 
15 The balance of nature is very delicate and 
easily upset 
16 The public require educating on the dangers 
of environmentally damaging activities 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
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Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements about economic 
development. Please circle one number for each statement. 
Totally Disagree Neither Agree Totally 
disagree disagree agree 
nor agree 
I Third World countries have the right to have 
the same quality of life as we do 12 345 
2 Countries which are more industrially efficient 
deserve to have higher standards of living 12 345 
3 Industrial development in the Third World 
must be carefully regulated because negative 
environmental consequences effect us all 
4 Even if Third World countries become richer 
there is no guarantee they will be any happier 
5 We don't know whether increasing investment in the 
Third World will make things better for them or not 
6 Even though industrial development in the 
Third World countries may result in some 
Environmental problems for them, overall their 
citizens will be better off 
7 If a country is prosperous they should enjoy the 
benefits 
8 Third World countries have different needs and 
therefore comparisons in standards of living are futile 
9 The world's natural resources should be 
shared equitably among nations 
10 It suits Western countries to keep the Third 
World at a low economic development 
11 Development of Third World countries 
should be regulated by an international agency 
12 Life is about coping as best you can with 
the resources you've been given 
13 Western experts are needed to assess the 
environmental side effects of economic 
development for Third World countries 
14 We don't need to reduce our standard of living 
for Third World countries to be prosperous 
15 Western countries gain is the Third World's 
easily upset 
16 The public require educating on the dangers 
of environmentally damaging activities 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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B. Attitudes towards transportation 
We would now like to know how you feel about transport 
Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements. Please circle one number 
for each statement. 
Totally Disagree Neither Agree Totally 
disagree disagree agree 
nor agree 
1 Travelling by car is often quicker than by walking or 
public transport 1 2 3 4 5 
2 Car emissions aggravate respiratory diseases such 
as asthma 1 2 3 4 5 
3 Travelling by car offers freedom from the 
constraints of public transport 1 2 3 4 5 
4 Car fumes emit gases which contribute to the 
greenhouse effect 1 2 3 4 5 
5 The building of roads and motorways has spoilt 
much green belt land 1 2 3 4 5 
6 Reducing car use will help people have a better 
quality of life 1 2 3 4 5 
7 Driving by car is more comfortable than either 
walking or public transport 1 2 3 4 5 
8A large number of children are killed every year by 
cars 1 2 3 4 5 
9 Car fumes increase air pollution 1 2 3 4 5 
10 Car use does not contribute to the greenhouse 
effect 1 2 3 4 5 
11 Driving by car provides more privacy for the 
journey than walking or public transport 1 2 3 4 5 
12 Car use contributes to the depletion of natural 
energy resources 1 2 3 4 5 
13 A high volume of cars make a place look less 
desirable 1 2 3 4 5 
14 There are worse problems effecting the beauty of 
our landscapes than car traffic 1 2 3 4 5 
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C. Backaround Questions 
In this final part of the questionnaire we would like to ask you a number of questions 
about yourself 
1. How long have you lived in the house you live in at the moment? 
.......................... years 
2. Are you 
1. Male 
2. Female 
3. How old are you? 
1.18-24 
2.25-34 
3.35-44 
4.45-54 
5.55-64 
6.65+ 
4. How many people live in your house? 
................... 
5. What type of household do you live in? 
1.1 live alone 
2.1 live with a partner/spouse 
3. I live with a partner/spouse and children 
4. I live without a partner/spouse, with children 
5.1 share my house with other adults 
6. Other, namely ............................................... 
6. What is the monthly net income of your household after tax, national insurance and other 
statutory deductions? 
1. Less than 500 pounds per calendar month 
2. Between 500 pounds and 1000 pounds per calendar month 
3. Between 1000 pounds and 1500 pounds per calendar month 
4. Between 1500 pounds 2000 pounds per calendar month 
5. More than 2000 pounds per calendar month 
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7. What is the highest level of education you have completed/finished? 
1. O-Levels/GCSE-grade 
2. A-Level or equivalent 
3. Higher National Diploma or equivalent 
4. Degree or equivalent 
5. Post-graduate qualification 
6. Other. Please state: ....................... 
8. What is the postcode of your address? 
........................................ 
9. Are you currently a member of any of the kinds of organisations described below? (You can 
circle more than one category) 
1. Political party 
2. Trade union 
3. Environmental group 
4. Parents/school association 
5. Tenants/residents groups or neighbourhood watch 
6. Religious groups or church organisation 
7. Voluntary service group 
8. Other community or civic group (please specify) .................................................. 
10. How many times per month do you go shopping in Guildford town centre? 
......................... 
Times per month, on average 
11. When you go shopping in Guildford town centre what means of transport do you use most 
frequently? (circle one number) 
own car other 
car bus train cycle walking pooling ............ 1234567 
12. When you travel to and from work what means of transport do you use most frequently? 
(circle one number). If you do not have a paid job or you work at home, go to the next 
question 
own car other 
car bus train cycle walking pooling ............ 1234567 
13. When your children travel to and from school what means of transport is used most 
frequently? If you do not have children go to the next question 
own car other 
car bus train cycle walking pooling ............ 1234567 
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14. When you buy your groceries what means of transport do you use most frequently? 
own car other 
car bus train cycle walking pooling ............ 1234567 
15. How many cars are owned by your household, that are currently being used? 
............................. 
16. How many miles each year are driven with each of these cars? 
Car 1: .............................. miles per year 
Car 2: .............................. miles per year 
Car 3: .............................. miles per year 
Car 4: .............................. miles per year 
17. Do you think it is possible for you to reduce the number of car miles you drive each year? 
Absolutely I don't 
not No know Yes Absolutely 
12345 
18. Would you be willing to reduce the number of miles you drive each year? 
Absolutely I don't 
not No know Yes Absolutely 
12345 
Finally, we would like to give you the opportunity to give your opinion about the 
questionnaire. Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements 
(Circle the number of your answer). 
19. The questions were clearly formatted 
20. It was interesting to respond to the 
questions 
21. It was easy to answer the questions 
22. The questionnaire made me aware of 
issues I had not thought about before 
Totally Disagree Neither Agree Totally 
disagree disagree agree 
nor agree 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
23. The questionnaire made me aware of 
pollution problems in Guildford 12345 
24. Was there any part of the questionnaire you found difficult. If yes, which questions did you 
find difficult? 
.............................................................................. 
.............................................................................. 
.............................................................................. 
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25. Do you have other comments on the questionnaire. Is there anything you would like to add? 
Are there any other transport related topics you feel need to be addressed? If there is anything 
you would like to say, please use the space below to give your comments. 
2. Instructions and Cards Used in Study 2 Sorting Task 
Instructions 
I am carrying out a study on the public's attitudes towards society/environment/economic 
development. So I am asking a number of people to look at the following statements on 
the cards provided and to sort them into 4 groups in such a way that all the cards in any 
group are similar to each other in some important way and different from those in other 
groups. 
After you have carried out the task please could you fill in the table below placing the 
numbers of the cards (found on the top right hand corner of each card) in the appropriate 
group according to which one you assigned them to. I would also like you to tell me the 
reasons for your sorting and what it is the cards in each group have in common. 
la) 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 
b) Please could you note the distinguishing feature of each group with a name or a 
sentence 
Group 1 ................................................................................. 
Group 2 ................................................................................. 
Group 3 ................................................................................. 
Group 4 .................................................................................. 
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CULTURAL WORLDVIEW SORTING TASK - Cards 1 -20 were cut out and 
given to participants to sort 
1 
If people in this country were treated more I think there should be more discipline 
equally we would have fewer problems in the youth of today 
3 
Those who get ahead should be taxed more Cooperating with others rarely works 
to support the less fortunate 
5 
In a fair system people with more ability 
should earn more 
A free society can only exist by giving 
companies the opportunity to prosper 
II have often been treated unfairly 
I would support the introduction of 
compulsory National Service 
7 
9 
21 
41 
61 
81 
If a person has the get-up-and-go to acquire 
wealth, that person should have the right to 
enjoy it 
10 
We should have stronger armed forces than 
we do 
11 12 
The government should make sure everyone There is no use in doing things for people - 
has a good standard of living you only get it in the neck in the long run 
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13 14 
People should be rewarded according to I would support a tax change that made 
their position in society people with large incomes pay more 
15 16 
The future is too uncertain for a person to People who are willing to work hard should 
make serious plans be allowed to get on 
17 18 
I am more strict than most people about A person is better off if he or she doesn't 
right and wrong trust anyone 
19 20 
I support government efforts to get rid of In this country, the brightest should make it 
poverty to the top 
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ENVIRONMENTAL WORLDVIEW SORTING TASK - Cards 1-16 were cut out 
and given to participants to sort 
1 2 
The government should dictate clear The environment is very adaptable and 
rules about what is and what is not will recover from any harm caused by 
allowed people 
3 4 
More scientific research is required to There is no use worrying about the 
establish the extent of the environmental environment, I can do nothing about it 
problems 
5 6 
There are limits to growth beyond which our Humans have the right to modify the natural 
industrialized society cannot expand environment to suit their needs 
7 8 
Environmental protection methods are When humans interfere with nature it often 
pointless because nature is unpredictable produces disastrous consequences 
9 10 
I have very little control over environmental Steps should be made to regulate behaviour 
risk harmful to the environment 
11 12 
In the end all environmental problems will Humans must live in harmony with nature 
be resolved by technological solutions in order to survive 
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13 14 
Humans need not adapt to the natural There is no point engaging in environmental 
environment because they can remake it suit action since it rarely changes anything 
their needs 
15 16 
The balance of nature is very delicate and The public require educating on the dangers 
easily upset of environmentally damaging activities 
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ECONOMIC WORLDVIEW SORTING TASK - Cards 1-16 were cut out and given 
to participants to sort 
1 2 
Third World countries have the right to Countries which are more industrially 
have the same quality of life as we do efficient deserve to have higher standards of 
living 
3 4 
Industrial development in the Third World Even if Third World countries become 
must be carefully regulated because negative richer there is no guarantee they will be any 
environmental consequences effect us all happier 
5 6 
Even though industrial development In 
We don't know whether increasing 
Third World countries may result in some 
investment in the Third World will make 
environmental problems for them, overall 
things better for them or not 
their citizens will be better off 
7 8 
If a country is prosperous they should enjoy Third World countries have different needs 
the benefits and therefore comparisons in standard of 
living are futile 
9 10 
The world's natural resources should be It suits Western countries to keep the Third 
shared equitably among nations World at a low level of economic 
development 
11 12 
Development of Third World countries Life is about coping as best you can with the 
should be regulated by an international resources you've been given 
agency 
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13 14 
Western experts are needed to assess the We don't need to reduce our standard of 
environmental side effects of economic living for Third World countries to be 
development for Third World countries prosperous 
15 16 
Western countries gain is the Third World's It is difficult to tell whether Third World 
loss countries will benefit from economic 
development 
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3. Study 3 Questionnaire 
This questionnaire is part of a study on how residents in the Borough of Guildford feel about 
environmental issues. In the local press these issues have received a lot of attention mainly due 
to the proposed waste incinerator in Slyfield. We would like to know your opinion on these 
matters. 
It is important to take into account the views of different groups in the community, so we begin by 
asking some questions about the various groups you may belong to. This is followed by a brief 
description of three fictitious situations where a plan is introduced that may have impacts on the 
environment. For each of these situations we will ask your opinion on the proposed plan and its 
likely effects. The third section consists of four general statements about the environment and 
you will be asked which opinion is most like yours. The questionnaire ends with some general 
background questions. 
Instructions for answerinn the questions 
Please read the following instructions before answering the questions. It is very important that 
you follow them carefully. 
" Please answer all the questions. Do not skip any questions unless it is indicated in the 
questionnaire that you should do so. 
" There are no wrong or right answers. We want to know your opinion. 
" There are two major types of questions, for each you are asked to indicate your answer by 
either circling a number that corresponds best with your opinion, or to tick a box which 
corresponds most closely to you. Please do not circle more than one number, or tick more than 
one box. 
" Below are examples of the two main forms of questions and how to give your answers. 
1) Do you think wearing a watch is useful? 
Totally disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Totally agree 
12345 
If you agreed with this statement you would circle number 4 'Agree'. 
2) Which view corresponds most closely to your own? 
View 1Q View 2Q 
" Kentucky Fried Chicken is the best " McDonald's is the best fast food 
fast food 
View 3Q View 4Q 
" Fish and Chips are the best fast food " Burger King is the best fast food 
If you think Fish and Chips are the best form of fast food then you would tick that box. 
" It takes about 30 minutes to complete the questionnaire. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ON RESIDENTS 
Social groups 
Firstly, we would like to know which kinds of groups you tend to belong to in relation to 
work, leisure and household. 
1) WORK 
a) Are you in paid employment? 
1. Yes 
2. No (if your answer is no, please proceed to the next section on page 3) 
b) Are you 
1. Self Employed 
2. An Employee 
c) What position do you hold in the organisation? (e. g. manager, supervisor, assistant, 
junior) ....................................................................................................................... 
d) What kinds of hours do you work? 
1. Full Time 
2. Part Time 
e) How many people are in the group you spend most time with on a day-to-day basis? 
f) How close would you say you are as a group (the one mentioned in Question e)? 
Not at all close Not very close A little close Quite close Very Close 
12345 
g) Would you say there are no rules or very many rules within your group (mentioned in Q. e)? 
No rules Not many rules A few rules Many rules Very many rules 
12345 
h) Would you say there are no rules or very many rules imposed on your group (mentioned in Q. 
e) by other authorities? 
No rules Not many rules -A -few rules Many rules Very many rule 
12T345 
i) How easy is it to tell who are the more senior members of the group (mentioned in Q. e)? 
Not at all easy Not very easy A little easy Quite Easy Very easy 
12345 
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j) Below we have provided descriptions of four types of work groups. Please could you indicate, 
by ticking the appropriate box, which group corresponds closest to the work group you have been 
describinq above in Question e. Please tick just one box. 
Group 1Q Group 2Q 
" Group members work closely together " Group members do not work closely together 
" Group members depend on each other's " Group members do not depend on each 
skills for their work other's skills for their work 
" There are many procedures to follow " There are many procedures to follow within 
within the group the group 
" It is easy to tell who are the more senior " It is easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the group members of the group 
Group 3Q Group 4Q 
" Group members work closely together " Group members do not work closely together 
" Group members depend on each other's " Group members do not depend on each 
skills for their work other's skills for their work 
" There are not many procedures to follow " There are not many procedures to follow 
within the group within the group 
" It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior " It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the group members of the group 
2 SPARE TIME ACTIVITIES 
a) Do you take part in voluntary, community, and/or leisure activities in your spare time? (e. g. 
voluntary service, environmental group, trade union, religious/church, tenants'/residents' 
association, hobby, sports, games, clubs) 
1. Yes 
2. No (Please proceed to next section, on page 4) 
b) Please state which activity you spend most of your time doing? 
c) For this activity, do you spend most of your time with: 
1. The whole group 
2. A sub-group 
d) How many people are in this group/sub-group you spend most time with? 
e) How close are you as a croup (the one mentioned in Questions c and d)? 
Not at all close Not very close A little close Quite Close Very close 
12345 
fl Would you say there are no rules or very many rules within your group (mentioned in Q. c and 
d)? 
No rules Not many rules A few rules Many rules Very many ru 
12345 
les 
g) Would you say there are no rules or very many rules imposed on your group (mentioned in Q. 
c and d) by outside authorities? 
No rules Not many rules A fT-trt les Many rules Very many rules 
1245 
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h) How easy is it to tell who are the more senior members of the group (mentioned in Q. c and d)? 
Not at all easy Not very easy A little easy Quite Easy Very easy 
12345 
i) Below we have provided descriptions of four types of groups for spare time activities. Please 
could you indicate, by ticking the appropriate box, which group corresponds most closely to the 
group you have been describing above in Questions c and d. Please tick just one box. 
Group 1Q Group 2Q 
" Group members work closely together " Group members do not work closely together 
" Group members depend on each other's " Group members do not depend on each 
skills for the activity other's skills for the activity 
" There are many procedures to follow within " There are many procedures to follow 
the group within the group 
" It is easy to tell who are the more senior " It is easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the group members of the group 
Group 3Q Group 4Q 
" Group members work closely " Group members do not work closely 
together together 
" Group members depend on each other's " Group members do not depend on each 
skills for the activity other's skills for the activity 
" There are not many procedures to follow " There are not many procedures to follow 
within the group within the group 
" It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior " It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the group members of the group 
13 )HOUSEHOLD 
a) What type of household do you live in? 
1. I live alone (please proceed to the next section "environmental situations" on page 5) 
2. I live with a partner/spouse 
3. I live with a partner/spouse and children (if they live with you full time) 
4. I live without a partner/spouse, with children (if they live with you full time) 
5. I share my house with other adults 
6. Other, please specify ........................................ 
b) How many people live in your house? ................... 
c) If you share your house with other adults, do you spend most time with: 
1. The whole household (please proceed to question e) 
2. A sub-group 
d) If there is a sub-group you spend most of your time with, how big is this group? 
e) How close are you as a group (the one mentioned in Question a or c)? 
Not at all close Not very close A little close Quite close Very close 
12345 
f) Would you say there are no rules or very many rules within your group (mentioned in Q. a or 
c)? 
No rules Not many rules A few rules Many rules Very many rules 
12345 
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g) Would you say there are no rules or very many rules imposed on your group (mentioned in Q. 
a or c) by outside authorities? 
No rules Not many rules A few rules Many rules Very many rules 
12345 
h) How easy is it to tell who are the more senior members of the group (mentioned in Q. a or c)? 
Not at all easy Not very easy A little easy Quite easy Very easy 
12345 
i) Below we have provided descriptions of four types of households. Please could you indicate, by 
ticking the appropriate box, which household group corresponds most closely to your own 
mentioned in Question a or c. Please tick just one box. 
Group 10 Group 2Q 
" Members of the household work together closely " Members of the household do not work together 
" Members of the household depend on each closely 
other for completing chores " Members of the household do not depend on 
" There are many household rules to follow each other for completing chores 
" It is easy to tell who are the more senior members " There are many household rules to follow 
of the household " It is easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the household 
Group 30 Group 4Q 
" Members of the household work together " Members of the household do not work together 
closely closely 
" Members of the household depend on each " Members of the household do not depend on 
other for completing chores each other for completing chores 
" There are not many household rules to follow " There are not many household rules to follow 
" It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior " It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the household members of the household 
Environmental Situations 
Below three different situations are described in which a decision needs to be taken. Please could 
you try and imagine yourself in each of these situations and indicate what you would do if you 
were faced with such a decision. 
SCENARIO I 
1) Imagine that the local authority is considering pedestrianising the town centre where you live 
to reduce car use in the town. 
The potential advantages of this scheme are: 
" lt may improve air quality in the town centre 
" This could make the town centre a more pleasant place for pedestrians to go shopping 
However there may also be some disadvantages: 
" It may become difficult to park within a close distance from the shops 
" Diverting traffic to other roads may cause greater congestion in the local area 
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a) What is your response to the plan. Would you 
1. Support the plan 
2. Oppose the plan 
c How strongly do you agree or disagree with the pedestrianisation plan? 
Totally disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Totally agree 
12345 
d) How likely do you think it is that the Dlan will imorove air auality in the town centre? 
Not at all Likely Not very likely A little likely Quite likely Very likely 
12345 
e) How beneficial do you think the plan will be for air auality in the town centre? 
Not at all Not very A little beneficial Quite beneficial Very beneficial 
beneficial beneficial 
1 2 3 4 5 
f) How likely do you think it is that the plan will make the town centre a more pleasant place for 
pedestrians to go shopping? 
Not at all Likely Not very likely A little likely Quite likely Very likely 
12345 
g) How beneficial do you think the plan will be for making the town centre a more pleasant place 
for pedestrians to go shopping? 
Not at all beneficial Not very beneficial A little beneficial Quite beneficial Very beneficial 
12345 
h) How likely do you think it is that the plan will make it more difficult to park within a close 
distance from the shops? 
Not at all likely Not very likely A little likely Quite likely Very likely 
12345 
i) How serious a parking problem do you think the plan wilI cause? 
Not at all serious 1 Not very serious A little serious Quite serious Very serious 
12345 
j) How likely do you think it is that the plan will cause greater congestion? 
Not at all Likely Not very likely A little likely Quite likely Very likely 
12345 
k) How serious a congestion problem do you think the plan will cause? 
Not at all serious Not very serious A little serious Quite serious Very serious 
12345 
I) Could you please describe in your own words why you support or oppose the plan? 
SCENARIO 2 
2) Imagine that the local authorities have been given a proposal from a company to build a waste 
incinerator in your constituency. 
The potential advantages of this scheme are: 
" The incinerator could provide increased employment prospects for local residents 
" The incinerator may provide the only economic and quick solution to the problems of increasing 
household waste 
Potential disadvantages: 
. The incinerator is a large building that may have a detrimental effect on the beauty of the town 
" The incinerator could increase air pollution, which may effect the health of local residents 
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a) What is your response to the plan? Would you 
1. Support the plan 
2. Oppose the plan 
b) How difficult would it be for you to make this decision? 
Not at all difficult Not very difficult A little difficult Quite difficult Very difficult 
12345 
c? How strongly do you agree or disagree with the plan? 
Totally disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Totally agree 
12345 
d) How likely do you think it is that the plan will provide increased employment prospects for local 
residents? 
Not at all likely Not very likely A little likely Quite likely Very likely 
12345 
e) How beneficial do you think the plan will be for increased employment prospects for local 
residents? 
Not at all beneficial Not very beneficial A little beneficial Quite beneficial Very beneficial 
12345 
f) How likely do you think it is that the plan is the only economic and quick solution to the UK's 
household waste problem? 
Not at all likely Not very likely A little likely Quite likely Very likely 
12345 
g) How beneficial do you think the plan will be as an economic and quick solution for the UK's 
household waste problem? 
Not at all beneficial Not very beneficial A little beneficial Quite beneficial Very beneficial 
12345 
h) How likely do you think it is that the plan will have a detrimental effect on the scenic beauty of 
the town? 
Not at all likely Not very likely A little likely Quite likely Very likely 
12T345 
i) How serious a problem do you think the plan will be for the scenic beauty of the town? 
Not at all serious Not very serious A little serious Quite serious Very serious 
12345 
How like) do you think it is that the Ian will increase air pollution? 
Not at all likely Not very likely A little likely Quite likely Very likely 
12345 
k) How serious an air pollution problem do you think the plan will be? 
Not at all serious Not very serious A little serious Quite serious Very serious 
12345 
I) Could you please describe in your own words why you support or oppose the 
plan? ........................................................................................................................ 
................................................................................................................................. 
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SCENARIO 3 
3) Imagine that a nuclear power company is building a plant near your town 
The potential advantages of the plant: 
" The nuclear power plant could provide increased employment prospects for local residents 
" Nuclear power could provide a quick and economic solution to the energy shortages in the Uk 
The potential disadvantages of the plant: 
" The building of a nuclear power plant is likely to reduce the value of houses in that area 
" There is always a chance of a nuclear accident 
a) What is your response to the plan. Would you 
1. Support the plan 
2. Oppose the plan 
b) How strongly do you agree or disagree with the plan? 
Totally disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Totally agree 
12345 
c) How difficult was it for you to make the decision? 
Totally disagree Disagree Neither disagree nor agree Agree Totally agree 
1234 
d) How likely do you think it is that the plan will improve employment prospects for local 
residents? 
Not at all likely Not very likely A little likely Quite likely Very likely 
12345 
e) How beneficial do you think the plan will be for improving employment prospects for local 
residents? 
Not at all beneficial Not very beneficial A little beneficial Quite beneficial Very beneficial 
12345 
f) How likely do you think it is that nuclear power will provide a quick and economic solution to 
energy shortages in the UK? 
Not at all likely Not very likely T`litt le likely Quite likely Very likely 
12345 
g) How beneficial do you think nuclear power will be in providing a quick and economic solution 
to the energy shortages in the UK? 
Not at all beneficial Not very beneficial A little beneficial Quite beneficial Very beneficial 
12345 
h) How likely do you think it is that the Dian will reduce the value of local residents' houses? 
Not at all likely Not very likely A little likely Quite likely Very likely 
12345 
I How serious a problem do you think the plan will be for the value of local residents' houses? 
Not at all serious Not very serious A little serious Quite serious Very serious 
12345 
j) How likely do you think it is that there will be a nuclear accident at the plant? 
likely Quite likely Very likely Not at all likely Not very likely 7-1ý-t 
1245 
k) How serious a problem do you think a nuclear accident would be for local residents? 
Not at all serious Not very serious A little serious Quite serious Very serious 
12345 
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I) Could you please describe in your own words why you support or oppose the plan 
................................................................................................................................. 
Worldviews 
Please indicate which one of the four worldviews described below corresponds most closely to 
your own worldview by ticking one of the four boxes. 
Worldview AQ Worldview BQ 
" The balance of nature is very delicate and " Humans have the right to modify the natural 
easily upset environment to suit their needs 
" Humans must live in harmony with nature in " The environment is very adaptable and will 
order to survive recover from any harm caused by people 
" When humans interfere with nature it often " In the end all environmental problems will be 
produces disastrous consequences resolved by technological solutions 
" There are limits to growth beyond which our " Humans need not adapt to the natural 
industrialised society cannot expand environment because they can remake it to suit 
their needs 
Worldview CQ Worldview DQ 
" There is no use worrying about the " More scientific research is required to 
environment, I can do nothing about it establish the extent of the environmental 
anyway problems 
" Environmental protection methods are " Steps should be made to regulate behaviour 
pointless because nature is unpredictable harmful to the environment 
" There is no point engaging in environmental " The government should dictate clear rules 
action since it rarely changes anything about what is and what is not allowed 
"I have very little control over environmental " The public require educating on the dangers 
risk of environmentally damaging activities 
Background Questions 
In this final part of the questionnaire we would like to ask you some questions about yourself 
1) Are you 
1. Male 
2. Female 
2) How old are you? .......... 
3a) Do you have children? 
1. Yes 
2. No (please proceed to question 4) 
b) If so, how old are your children? 
Child I .................. Child 2 .................... Child 3 
.................. Child 4 
..................... 
c) How many of your children live with you full time? ............... 
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4) What is the monthly net income of your household after tax, national insurance and other 
statutory deductions? 
1. Less than 1000 pounds per calendar month 
2. Between 1000 pounds and 1499 pounds per calendar month 
3. Between 1500 pounds and 1999 pounds per calendar month 
4. Between 2000 pounds and 2499 pounds per calendar month 
5. Between 2500 pounds and 2999 pounds per calendar month 
6. Between 3000 pounds and 3499 pounds per calendar month 
7. Between 3500 pounds and 3999 pounds per calendar month 
8. More than 4000 pounds per calendar month 
5) What is the highest level of education you have completed/finished? 
1. GCSE/ O-Level 
2. A-Level or Equivalent 
3. Higher National Diploma 
4. Degree or equivalent 
5. Post-graduate qualification 
6. Other. Please state: ............................... 
6) Please indicate to what extent you agree with the following statements about society. Please 
circle one number for each statement. 
Totally Disagree Neither disagree Agree Totally 
disagree nor agree Agree 
a) There should be stricter 
prison sentences to deter 12345 
criminals 
b) I would support a tax 12345 
change that makes people 
with large incomes pay more 
c) Even if you work hard you 12345 
never know if that will help 
you do better 
d)lf a person has the get-up- 12345 
and-go to acquire wealth, that 
person should have the right 
to enjoy it 
e) I would support the 12345 
introduction of compulsory 
National Service 
f) Cooperating with others 12345 
rarely works 
g) If people in this country 12345 
were treated more equally we 
would have fewer problems 
h)ln a fair system people with 12345 
more ability should earn more 
Thank you very much for your co-operation 
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4. Pilot Study on Cultural, Environmental and Economic Worldview Measures 
A number of new scales were developed for the purposes of Study 1. The main 
objective of the pilot study was to assess the reliability of these measures. 
4.1 METHOD 
Participants 
A sample of 17 males and 8 females, with a mean age of 30 years, were recruited to 
answer a questionnaire which contained cultural, environmental and economic worldview 
measures. 
Questionnaire 
Cultural Worldviews 
The majority of items were directly from Dake (1992), but items from Marris, Langford 
and O'Riordan (1998) and Peters and Slovic (1996) were also used. Only one original 
item was contained in this measure, with attention taken to ensure that it was 
consistent with Thompson, Ellis and Wildavsky's (1990) conceptualizations of cultural 
theory and with the items produced by Dake and others. The four subscales 
(egalitarianism, hierarchy, individualism and fatalism) all comprised of six items. 
Environmental Worldviews 
All 12 items of the New Environmental Paradigm (NEP; Dunlap & Van Liere, 1978) 
were included in the measure of environmental worldviews. The NEP was not 
specifically designed to measure this construct. However, a careful examination of the 
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items suggests the non-reversed items correspond strongly with the egalitarian worldview 
and the reversed items correspond closely to the individualist worldview proposed by 
cultural theory (Thompson, Ellis & Wildavsky, 1990). Therefore the 8 non-reversed 
items were used to measure egalitarian environmental worldviews, and the 4 reversed 
items (in addition to 2 original items) were used to measure individualist environmental 
worldviews. However due to the lack of existing measures of environmental worldviews, 
the rest of the items (6 items for hierarchy and 6 items for fatalism) were original and 
based on, as directly as possible, the theoretical conceptualizations of environmental 
worldviews proposed by accounts of cultural theory (e. g. Adams, 1995; Thompson et al., 
1990). 
Economic Worldviews 
This scale was designed to measure economic worldviews specifically for 
development in the Third World. These scales were derived from cultural theory's 
economic worldviews. According to cultural theory, there are four worldviews of how 
needs and resources are constructed therefore four sub-scales were developed: fatalism, 
hierarchy, individualism and egalitarianism. These sub-scales were derived from cultural 
theory accounts (e. g. Dake & Thompson, 1993; Thompson, Ellis, & Wildavsky, 1990) 
and each sub-scale contained six items. 
4.2 RESULTS 
A Cronbach's alpha was computed for each subscale of the cultural, environmental and 
economic worldview measures in the questionnaire. Items were then deleted which 
maximally increased the alpha values, whilst maintaining theoretical coherence and 
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reducing the number of items to approximately four per scale. 
Table 14 The alpha values for the cultural, environmental and economic worldview 
scales 
Worldview Scale Alpha Values Number of items 
Cultural Worldview: 
Egalitarianism a= . 66 
4 
Hierarchy a =. 67 4 
Individualism a =. 73 4 
Fatalism a =. 77 4 
Environmental Worldview: 
Egalitarianism a =. 71 4 
Hierarchy a =. 75 4 
Individualism (original a= . 38 
5 
scale) 
Individualism (modified a= . 
60 4 
scale) 
Fatalism 
a= . 73 
4 
Economic Worldview: 
Egalitarianism a= . 72 
4 
Hierarchy a= . 79 
4 
Individualism (original a =. 48 4 
scale) 
Individualism (modified (x = . 64 
5 
scale) 
Fatalism (original scale) a =. 58 
4 
Fatalism (modified scale) a =. 58 
4 
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4.2.1 Cultural Worldviews 
Egalitarianism 
Two items were deleted, one concerning government efforts to reduce poverty and the 
other on abuse of power by those in authority. In terms of the former item, it is possible 
participants were not particularly aware of government policy on poverty, which may 
explain the inconsistency of response. The item on abuse of power seems to differ from 
the main focus of the measure on equality. The four remaining items of this scale were 
used in Study I (see section 4.2). 
Hierarchy 
The focus of hierarchy is very much on the upholding of law and order and traditional 
institutions. The two items that were deleted concerned strictness about right and wrong, 
and whether it's okay to impose risk without consent. It is quite clear the latter item is 
rather peripheral to the hierarchy worldview and therefore the deleting of this item 
seemed appropriate. The former item's lack of congruity with the other hierarchy items 
would suggest morality is seen as less important than the preservation of law and order, 
and tradition for the hierarchists. The four remaining items of the cultural hierarchy scale 
were used in Study 1 (see section 4.2). 
Individualism 
Again two items are deleted, the focus of the deleted items concern ensuring those who 
work hard get along, and on the regulation of individual risk behaviour. The first item can 
be seen as possibly contradictory to an individualist, placing the emphasis on individual 
responsibility, whether an individual 'get's along' or not is their responsibility. The 
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second item appears to be peripheral to the individualists focus on wealth and success, 
they may not want their risk behaviour regulated but they'd be alot more worried about 
regulations concerning their wealth. The four remaining items of this scale were used in 
Study I (see section 4.2). 
Fatalism 
The two deleted items concern the uncertainty of the future and the futility of trusting 
others. The uncertainty of the future doesn't seem to relate to the overall focus of the 
measure on cynicism towards others and being treated unfairly. Although the second item 
does concern cynicism towards others, perhaps it is rejected because on pragmatic 
grounds it is almost impossible to live and interact in this world without at least trusting 
someone. Additionally, not trusting others might actually increase the poor treatment 
fatalists experience. The four remaining items of this scale were used in the Study I (see 
section 4.2). 
4.2.2 Environmental Worldviews 
Egalitarianism 
A total of 4 items were deleted: 2 items on limited room and resources of the earth, one 
item on mankind abusing the environment, and one on developing a `steady state' 
economy. The first two deleted items suggest those holding egalitarian environmental 
worldviews are not as worried about population growth than other environmental 
problems, perhaps this is a function of western society where such issues aren't really a 
threat to everyday living. The problem with the final item appears to be a function of 
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1970's terminology, the term `steady state' economy is not a common expression in the 
late 20th /early 21" century, subjects may not have understood what it meant. The item on 
mankind abusing the environment being deleted is an interesting issue, the majority of 
accepted items focused on the fragility of nature and the danger of upsetting that balance. 
It would seem that most of the items are philosophical, or focusing on future scenarios, 
while this item is a practical one asking for an opinion of how life is right now. The four 
remaining items were used for this scale in Study 1 (see section 4.2). 
Hierarchy 
This measure seemed to be measuring the need for scientific information, regulation and 
education. The two items that were deleted concern whether decisions should be made by 
experts only and whether problems should be left to the government. These items tend to 
have a fatalist nature to them, leaving the actions to others. The hierarchy environmental 
worldview seems to be more directed towards informing society to make the right 
decisions and encouraging people by regulation to make the right decisions rather than 
simply leaving it to the government or experts. The four remaining items of this measure 
were used in Study 1 (see section 4.2). 
Individualism 
One item was deleted which concerned increased life expectancy. This could have been 
slightly ambiguous, do participants make the connection between life expectancy and 
environmental problems? Perhaps participants do not consider environmental problems to 
be serious enough yet to effect life expectancy. 
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This subscale had by far the lowest alpha in the previous analysis ((x = . 379) therefore 
major changes were required. Returning to the literature on environmental worldview two 
environmental individualism items were directly taken from Steg (1998) and Marris, 
Langford and 0' Riordan (1998), a third new item was derived from a theoretical account 
of myths of nature (Adams, 1995). These three items were combined with three items 
from the previous scale to form a total of six items. Three items from the previous scale 
were deleted, including one of the items suggested by the reliability analysis, because of 
poor correspondence with theoretical accounts. 
The modified scale increased the reliability appreciably, the alpha value of this new 
individualist environmental worldview scale is now above the conventional level of 
reliability. This modified scale had four items and is the scale used in Study 1 (see 
section 4.2). 
Fatalism 
This scale seems to be measuring the level of control (or lack of it) over the environment. 
The two items that were deleted concerned knowledge of whether environmental 
problems would aggravate or not. These items seem to measure judgments about the 
future, rather than control over the environment. The four items remaining were used in 
Study 1 (see section 4.2). 
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4.2.3 Economic Worldview 
Egalitarianism 
This measures the need for a decent standard of living for all nations, and the West's 
monopolizing of wealth. The first deleted item considers the environmental side effects 
of economic growth, it would seem participants consider increasing Third World standard 
of living more important. This is possibly because the consequences of low standards of 
living in the Third World (e. g. famine) are abundantly clear from media coverage, whilst 
the effects of environmental problems are still debated among scientists and do not 
contain such vivid images. The other deleted item was on western countries reducing 
their needs for the benefit of other countries, the lack of response for this item is probably 
because participants perceived this unlikely to happen in reality. The four remaining 
items were used in Study 1 (see section 4.2). 
Hierarchy 
This scale seems to measure the need for Western countries to regulate Third World 
development, focusing on the implications for the West. The items that were deleted 
focused on, firstly, the suggestion that rich countries should support poorer countries. 
Although this does occur to a certain extent, the level of intervention implied by the item 
is probably quite unlikely in reality. The other deleted item was that, if all countries were 
as developed as the UK and US, environmental problems would be extremely serious. 
This seems to be an unacceptable item focusing on things that can't be changed. 
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Unfortunately, we can't take back the development already existing in First World 
countries, but this doesn't mean Third World countries should have to suffer instead. The 
four remaining items were used in Study 1 (see section 4.2). 
Individualism 
One item was deleted, the responsibility of other governments to ensure their quality of 
life. Most of the items focus on the benefits of economic growth, this item focuses 
on the responsibility of other governments to benefit their own citizens. The alpha value 
of this scale (a = . 48) was 
below the conventional level of reliability. Therefore this scale 
was modified. Two new items were added to the scale, this resulted in an increase in the 
reliability to an adequate level (a = . 64). This modified four items scale was used in 
Study 1 (see section 4.2). 
Fatalism 
This measure seems to be rejecting the notion that economic success and its benefits are 
unpredictable. The two deleted items concerned whether economic success is 
unpredictable, and whether the benefits of economic success can be easily wiped out in 
the Third World. The measure, in contrast, seems more focused on cynicism about the 
benefits of economic success. This scale had an alpha value (a = . 58) below the 
conventional level thus this scale was modified. Two new items were added to the scale, 
this did not increase the reliability of this measure. However, this modified measure was 
used in Study I (see section 4.2), since the level of reliability is comparable to those 
used in cultural theory studies. 
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S. Study 3 Measures 
5.1 Grid/group measures 
Work grid/group measure 
Table 51 The grid/group measure for the work social environment 
Group 10 Group 2Q 
" Group members work closely together " Group members do not work closely together 
" Group members depend on each other's " Group members do not depend on each 
skills for their work other's skills for their work 
" There are many procedures to follow " There are many procedures to follow within 
within the group the group 
" It is easy to tell who are the more senior " It is easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the group members of the group 
Group 3Q Group 4Q 
" Group members work closely together " Group members do not work closely together 
" Group members depend on each other's " Group members do not depend on each 
skills for their work other's skills for their work 
" There are not many procedures to follow " There are not many procedures to follow 
within the group within the group 
" It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior " It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the group members of the group 
Leisure grid/group measure 
Table 52 The grid/group measure for the leisure social environment 
Group 1Q Group 2Q 
" Group members work closely together " Group members do not work closely together 
" Group members depend on each other's " Group members do not depend on each 
skills for the activity other's skills for the activity 
" There are many procedures to follow within " There are many procedures to follow 
the group within the group 
" It is easy to tell who are the more senior " It is easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the group members of the group 
Group 3Q Group 4Q 
" Group members work closely " Group members do not work closely 
together together 
" Group members depend on each other's " Group members do not depend on each 
skills for the activity other's skills for the activity 
" There are not many procedures to follow " There are not many procedures to follow 
within the group within the group 
" It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior " It isn't easy to tell who are the more senior 
members of the group members of the group 
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5.2 Risk/Benefit Perception Scenarios 
Nuclear Power Scenario 
Table 53 The nuclear power scenario 
Imagine that a nuclear power company is considering building a plant near your town. 
The potential advantages of the plant: 
" The nuclear power plant could provide increased employment prospects for local 
residents 
" Nuclear power could provide a quick and economic solution to the energy shortages in 
the UK 
Potential disadvantages: 
" The building of a nuclear power plant is likely to reduce the value of houses in that area 
" There is always a chance of a nuclear accident 
Pedestrianisation Scenario 
Table 54 The pedestrianisation of a town centre scenario 
Imagine that the local authority is considering pedestrianising the town centre where you 
live to reduce car use in the town. 
The potential advantages of this scheme are: 
" It may improve air quality in the town centre 
" This could make the town centre a more pleasant place for pedestrians to go shopping 
However there may also be some disadvantages: 
" It may become difficult to park within a close distance from the shops 
" Diverting traffic to other roads may cause greater congestion in the local area 
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5.3 Risk/Benefit Perception Scales 
Nuclear Power Risk Perception Scale 
Table 55 The risk perception items for the nuclear power scenario 
a) How likely do you think it is that the plan will improve employment prospects for 
local residents? 
b) How beneficial do you think the plan will be for improving employment prospects for local 
residents? 
c) How likely do you think it is that nuclear power will provide a quick and economic solution to 
the energy shortages in the UK? 
d) How beneficial do you think nuclear power will be in providing a quick and economic solution to 
the energy shortages in the UK? 
e) How likely do you think it is that the plan will reduce the value of local residents' houses? 
f) How serious a problem do you think the plan will be for the value of local residents' houses? 
g) How likely do you think it is that there will be a nuclear accident at the plant? 
h) How serious do you think it is that there will be a nuclear accident at the plant? 
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Pedestrianisation Benefit Perception Scale 
Table 56 The benefit perception items for the pedestrianisation scenario 
a) How likely do you think it is that the plan will improve air quality in the town centre? 
b) How beneficial do you think it is that the plan will improve air quality in the town centre? 
c) How likely do you think it is that the plan will make the town centre a more pleasant place for 
pedestrians to go shopping? 
d) How beneficial do you think the plan will be for making the town centre a more pleasant place 
for pedestrians to go shopping? 
e) How likely do you think it is that the plan will make it more difficult to park within close distance 
from the shops? 
f) How serious a parking problem do you think the plan will cause? 
g) How likely do you think it is that the plan will cause greater congestion? 
h) How serious a congestion problem do you think the plan will cause? 
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